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1.0 SUWARY

On June 9, 1994, the Environnental Protection Agency
(EPA) proposed national em ssion standards for hazardous air
pol l utants (NESHAP) for secondary lead snelters in the Federal
Regi ster (59 FR 29750) under authority of Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act (the Act). Public comments were requested on
the proposal in the Federal Register. There were 31
comenters conposed primarily of secondary |ead snelters and
their trade associations, State and local air pollution
agenci es, equi pnent vendors, and environnental organizations.

Addi ti onal comrents were requested in a suppl enental
notice announcing the availability of additional data and the
EPA's plans to withdraw t he proposed hydrochloric
acid/chlorine (HQ/d 2) em ssion standards (60 FR 19556,

April 19, 1995). The comments that were submtted on the
suppl emental notice, along with responses to these comments,
are summari zed in Appendi x A of this docunent. The summary of
all comments and responses serves as the basis for the
revisions nmade to the standard between proposal and

pronul gati on.

Section 1.1 of this chapter summari zes the changes nade
in the rule since proposal. Section 1.2 summarizes the
i npacts of the final standards. Chapter 2.0 of this docunent
provi des a detailed summary of all the coments received on
the June 9, 1994 proposal and the EPA's responses to those
conment s.
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1.1 SUWMARY OF CHANGES SI NCE PROPOSAL

Subst anti al changes have been made to the NESHAP in
response to public coments and additional anal yses since
proposal. The mmj or changes are summari zed bel ow.
1.1.1 Applicability

The applicability of the rule has been clarified by

addi ng a statenent that the rule does not apply to primary
| ead snelters, lead refiners, and | ead renelters.
1.1.2 Standards for Process Sources

A provision has been added to the organic HAP em ssion
standards for process sources that will allow owners and
operators of collocated reverberatory and bl ast furnaces to
conply with the total hydrocarbon (THC) emission limts for
bl ast furnaces when the reverberatory furnace is not
operating. These limts are 70 parts per mllion by vol une
(ppnmv) THC, as propane, for new blast furnaces and 360 ppnv
for existing blast furnaces.

The HC /C 2 em ssion standards for process sources have
been wi thdrawn. There have been no changes to the netal
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) em ssion standards since
pr oposal .

1.1.3 Standards for Process Fugitive Sources

The annual | ead performance test requirenent for process
fugitive sources has been renoved as a result of changes in
the nonitoring requirenments. Face-velocity requirenents for
process fugitive enclosure hoods, except for those controlling
dryer transition pieces and refining kettles, have been
changed from 350 feet per mnute (fpn) to 300 fpm The
volunetric flow rate requirenent for refining kettle encl osure
hoods has been del et ed.

Process fugitive sources |ocated in enclosed buil dings
have been exenpted fromthe enclosure hood requirenents if the
building is ventilated to achieve an air velocity of 250 fpm
at buil ding doorways and the building is ventilated to a
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control device. Emssions fromthe building ventilation
control devices nust conply with a lead emssion |imt of
2.0 mlligrans per dry standard cubic neter (ng/dscn

The rule has been clarified to indicate that the exhaust
fromdryers and aggl onerati ng furnaces nust also conply with
the lead emssion limt of 2.0 ng/dscm
1.1.4 Standards for Fugitive Dust Sources

The annual |ead performance test requirenent for fugitive
dust sources that are enclosed and vented to control devices
has been renoved as a result of changes in the nonitoring
requi renents. The rule has been clarified to indicate that
structures neeting Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) contai nment building standards satisfy the requirenments
for total enclosures specified in the standards for fugitive
dust sources.

1.1.5 Test Methods and Schedul e
Vel onet ers have been added as an alternate nethod for

determ ning face velocities of process fugitive enclosure
hoods and of doorway air velocity for building enclosures.
1.1.6 Mnitoring Requirenents

The requirenment for a continuous opacity nonitor (COM on
all process source baghouses to nonitor conpliance with the
metal HAP | ead em ssion standard has been withdrawn. Al
process, process fugitive, and building ventilation baghouses
must now undergo regul ar inspection and mai nt enance procedures
specified in a standard operating procedures (SOP) manual .

The procedures nmust include a bag | eak detection system and an
alarmto indicate baghouse failures. The SOP nust al so have a
corrective action plan for responding to the al arns.

The HC /O 2 nonitoring requirenments have been w t hdrawn
because the HC /O 2 em ssion standards have been renoved.

1.2 SUWARY CF | MPACTS OF PROMULGATED ACTI ON

The EPA has revised the estimted em ssion reductions and

cost inpacts of the rule since proposal. One facility was
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incorrectly identified at proposal as enploying gas stream
bl endi ng. The estimated organi c HAP em ssion reducti on was
revised from1l, 220 negagrans per year (Mg/yr) to 1,230 My/yr
to reflect these updated baseline conditions. The estinmated
metal HAP reductions remain at 53 My/yr. Although the EPA
plans to withdraw the HCO /O 2 em ssion standards, HC/C o
em ssions are expected to decrease due to the decline of
pol yvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic in battery feedstock because
PVC is no longer used in |ead-acid batteries.

The total cost estimate for the pronulgated rule only
i ncludes costs resulting fromcontrolling organic and net al
HAP em ssions. The estimated cost of controlling organic
HAP's was revised to account for additional costs associated
Wi th gas stream bl endi ng because these costs were previously
under-estimated. The previous estimated capital costs of
reduci ng organi ¢ HAP em ssi ons under the proposed standards
were $1, 100,000 and the estimted annual costs were $620, 000.
The revised capital cost to control organic HAP's is
$3, 300, 000 and the revised annual cost is $1,700,000. The
total estimated cost of reducing nmetal HAP em ssions has not
changed since proposal. There will be not costs associ ated
wi th reducing HCO /O 2 em ssions.

The total estimated em ssions reduction for both netal
and organic HAP's is 1,283 My/yr at an annual cost of
$1, 860,000 for a cost effectiveness of $1,450 per My of HAP
There is no expected change in the overall econom c inpact of
the rule since proposal.

Si nce proposal, the EPA has also revised the estimated
i ncrease in annual energy consunption. The increase in energy
consuned by the controls needed to neet the final em ssion
standards is estimated to be 180 mllion cubic feet per year
of natural gas. The increased annual natural gas consunption
estimated at proposal was 130 mllion cubic feet. The change
in natural gas consunption is due to a revised analysis of the
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costs and equi pnent needed to performgas stream blending to
control organic HAP em ssions fromreverberatory/blast furnace
snel ters.

There have been no ot her changes in the inpacts estinmated
at proposal .
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2.0 SUMVARY OF PUBLI C COMMENTS

A total of 31 letters commenting on the proposed standard
and t he Background Information Docunent (BID) for the proposed
standard were received. There were no requests to hold a
public hearing on the proposed standard. A |list of
comenters, their affiliations, and the EPA docket item nunber
assigned to their correspondence is given in table 2-1.

For the purpose of orderly presentation, the comments
have been categorized under the foll ow ng sections and topics:

2.1 Area Source Finding

2.2 Applicability

3 Standards for Process Em ssion Sources
2.4 Standards for Process Fugitive Sources

5 Standards for Fugitive Dust Sources

6 Test Methods and Schedul e

2.7 Monitoring Requirenents

2.8 Recordkeepi ng and Reporting Requirenents
2.9 Interaction Wth O her Rules

2.10 M scel | aneous
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TABLE 2-1.

LI ST OF COMMENTERS ON PROPOSED NATI ONAL EM SSI ON

STANDARDS FOR HAZARDQOUS Al R POLLUTANTS

FOR
SECONDARY LEAD SMELTERS
Docket Item Nunber® Commenter and Affiliation
| V-D- 01 Robert N. Steinwurtzel, Stephen E. Roady
Associ ation of Battery Recyclers
| V-D- 02 Kat hryn Grandfield
Sierra Cub, Ozark Chapter
| V-D- 03 Neil J. Carnen
Sierra Cub, Lone Star Chapter
| V-D- 04 Robert H. Col by, Donald F. Theiler
State and Territorial Ar Pollution
Program Adm ni strators/ Associ ati on of
Local Air Pollution Control Officials
| V- D- 05 M chael J. Wax
Institute of Clean Air Conpanies
| V- D- 06 Robert H Collom Jr.
CGeorgi a Departnent of Natural Resources
| V-D 07 Ri chard Thonpson
G\B Battery Technol ogi es
| V- D- 08 Chris F. Erichson
Eri chson Conpany, |Inc.
| V-D- 09 Langl ey A. Spurl ock
Chem cal Manufacturers Associ ation
| V-D-10 Nancy D. Chick
Col orado Departnent of Public Health and
Envi r onnment
| V-D-11 Jerome F. Smth, Jeffrey T. Mller,
Edwi n H. Seeger
Lead I ndustries Association
| V-D- 12 Mark L. Mullin
Mar kair, Inc.
| V- D- 13 Geral d Dubi nski
Battery Council International
| V-D-14 Cerald A Dumas, Lynn L. Bergeson,
Ann Cl asson
RSR Cor por ati on
| V- D- 15 Wayne H. Leipold
Cyprus Mam M ning Corporation
| V-D- 16 Kri shna Parameswar am

kam 112
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON PROPCSED NATI ONAL EM SSI ON
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS Al R POLLUTANTS FOR
SECONDARY LEAD SMELTERS ( CONTI NUED)

Docket |tem Nunmber? Comrenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 17 John B. Si noni eg
Process Materials and Equi pnent
Cor poration
| V-D- 18 Asa Reed, Jr.
Private Citizen
| V-D 19 Jerry O. Schuehl er
Private Ctizen
| V-D- 20 Patricia Leyden
Sout h Coast Air Quality Managenent
District
| V-D 21 Robert J. Marzoli
United Process Control, Inc.
| V-D 22 MIton Feldstein
Bay Area Air Quality Managenent District
| V- D 23 Thomas Kruzen
Ozark Riverkeepers Network
| V-D 24 Kazi e Perkins
Private Citizen
| V- D- 25 Ray L. WIlians
Shanr ock Control and Equi pnent, Inc.
| V- D 26 Rick Tacelli, Chris Reiner
Auburn International, Inc.
| V- D 27 John J. Rigby
Nat i onal Aut onotive Radi ator Service
Associ ati on
| V- D 28 John B. Blatz
The Dexter Corporation
| V-D 29 Troy A Geiss
East Penn Manufacturing Co., Inc.
| V-D- 30 G en E. Hasse
Schuyl kil Metals Corporation
| V- D 31 J. T. Healy

M dwesco Filter Resources, |nc.

aThe docket nunber for this project is A-92-43. Dockets are
on file at Air and Radi ati on Docket and I nformati on Center

(6102), U. S. Environnental Protection Agency, 401 M Street,
S. W, Washington, DC 20460.

NOTE: Three of the 31 commenters endorsed letters
subm tted by other commenters. Commenter |V-D 07
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endorsed the letters submtted by IV-D-01, |IV-D 11,
and I'V-D-13. Commenter |V-D 13 endorsed comments by

|V-D-11. Commenter |1V-D- 15 endorsed comments by
| V- D 16.
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2.1 AREA SOURCE FI NDI NG

Thirteen commenters (IV-D-01, IV-D-02, |V-D03, |V-D 04,
| v-D-07, IV-D-09, IV-D-10, IV-D-11, I1V-D- 13, IV-D- 14, |1V-D 18,
| V-D-22, and |V-D-30) commented on the EPA's decision to
regul ate area source secondary |ead snelters under the sane
standards as nmmj or secondary lead snelters. Six comenters
agreed with the EPA s decision and these comments are
di scussed bel ow.

Seven comenters (I1V-D-01, 1V-D-07, 1V-D-09, |IV-D11,
|V-D-13, 1V-D-14, and |IV-D-30) disagreed with the EPA's
finding that secondary |ead snelter area sources should be
regul at ed by maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT)
standards. The specific argunments against the EPA s finding
are presented in the foll ow ng subsecti ons.

Comment: Six commenters (1V-D-02, 1V-D-03, 1V-D 04,
| V-D-10, 1V-D-18, and |V-D-22) agreed wth the EPA s finding
that area source secondary lead snelters should be listed and
regul ated by MACT standards. Two comenters (1V-D- 02 and
| V-D-04) agreed that area source snelters could be a threat to
public health. One commenter (IV-D-10) wote that experience
has shown that small |ead operations may still have an adverse
i npact on air quality in the surrounding area. Another
commenter (1V-D-22) wote that substantial data about the
serious inpacts of |lowlevel |ead exposure indicate that
regul ation of area sources is warranted. One commenter
(I'V-D-04) agreed that there is no technical reason why area
source snelters cannot achi eve the same control |evel as major
source snelters.

Response: The EPA agrees that area source snelters
present a threat of adverse health effects warranting both
listing and MACT standards and has received no new data to
indicate that the proposal to regulate area sources should be
revised. |In particular, the area sources emt sone of the
nmor e dangerous hazardous air pollutants (HAP's): |ead,
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arsenic, and 1, 3-butadiene. As set out in the preanble,
baseline em ssion |levels fromthese area snelters are capabl e
of posing substantial adverse health effects. Wth respect to
the EPA's decision to inpose standards based on MACT rat her
than GACT for these area sources, MACT is available at
reasonabl e cost and, noreover, is based on technology that is
already installed, with mnor exceptions, at all area sources.
The EPA, therefore, sees no reasonable justification for a

| esser degree of control.

In addition, the EPA believes that a failure to regul ate
all secondary |lead snelters would be inconsistent with the
principles set forth in Executive Order No. 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environnental Justice in Mnority
Popul ati ons and Low I ncone Popul ations. Sonme secondary | ead
snelters are surrounded by either mnority or |owincone
popul ations. In the past, sonme secondary |ead snelters have
had significant adverse inpacts on these conmunities (see
docket iteml1V-J-2). Therefore, the EPA believes that it is
inportant to regulate all secondary |ead snelters under MACT
standards to help protect these communities.

2.1.1 Exposure Mdeling And Ri sk Assessnent

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) supported the area

source finding, but recormmended that the EPA use cumul ative

em ssion reviews and di spersion nodeling to evaluate the
adverse health effects of secondary |lead snelters. The sane
commenter al so asked the EPA to consider the cunul ative
i npacts of secondary |lead snelters and ot her stationary
em ssion sources on | arge popul ation centers when eval uating
the inpact of secondary |lead snelters that are area sources.
Response: Under section 112 of the Clean Air Act (the
Act), Congress has directed the EPA to consider the inpacts
from specified source categories of hazardous air pollutants
(e.g., secondary lead snelters). Although the EPA believes
that the cunul ative inpact of other sources of |ead conpound
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em ssions is inportant, such assessnents are beyond the scope
and intent of this rulemaking. Consequently, the subject

anal yses were restricted to the inpacts of the area sources
within the secondary | ead snelter source category.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-30) wote that the EPA
based the area source finding on an analysis of only six of
the seven snelters, which is too small a sanple to use for
regul ating an entire industry.

Response: The EPA estimates that six snelters are area
sources and one snelter is near the em ssion threshold to
qualify as an area source. The area source finding was based
on an analysis of all seven of these snelters. The EPA
estimates that the remaining 16 snelters are all mgjor
sources, which the Act requires to be regul ated by MACT
standards. The decision to regulate area sources and to
regul ate by MACT standards only affects those snelters that
may qualify as area sources. Therefore, the area source
finding was based on the entire popul ation of affected
snel ters.

Comment: Several commenters (I1V-D-07, 1V-D 11, 1V-D 13,
| V-D-14, and IV-D-30) wote that the EPA overstated the risk
associated wth area source snelters. The commenters stated
t hat the EPA shoul d not have based the estimte of the nunber
of individuals exposed to secondary | ead snelter em ssions
fromarea sources by selecting a 50-kilonmeter (km (31-mle)
radi us around each snelter in order to define the affected
popul ati on.

One comenter (1V-D-07) suggested that the nmaxi mum radi us
of influence around each snelter should have only been 5 to
8 km(3 to 5 mles). Another comenter (IV-D-11) noted that
anot her EPA study of |ead exposure treated individuals |iving
beyond 2.25 to 5 mles fromthe source as nenbers of the
nonexposed control group.

kam 112



Response: In the proposal preanble, the EPA stated that
approximately 17.6 mllion people reside within 50 km
(31 mles) of the seven secondary |ead snelters that are
consi dered area sources, and that these people are considered
by the EPA to be exposed to HAP em ssions fromthese snelters.
This 50-km (31-mle) radius, however, does not necessarily
represent the extent of the area that is affected by snelter
emssions. In fact, it only designates the limts of the area
around each snelter in which the effects of the snelter were
nodel ed. The EPA agrees with the commenters that snelter
em ssions and inpacts fromsnelter emssions are mniml, if
at all detectable, at a distance of 50 km from each snelter

The EPA al so agrees that only individuals | ocated at
shorter distances are likely to be adversely affected by
snelter em ssions. However, the radius of influence around
each snelter nust be determ ned on a case-by-case basis using
site-specific information. Therefore, it cannot be assuned
t hat the maxi mum radi us of influence around each snelter is 5
to 8 km(3 to 5 mles). The study referred to by the
commenter (1V-D11) was for only one snelter and anal yzed only
exposure to |l ead em ssions. In contrast, the analysis
conducted for this area source finding anal yzed the effects of
14 pollutants found in snelter em ssions (10 of which are
potential carcinogens) and was performed for each area source
snel ter.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) wote that the record
did not support or denonstrate how the EPA arrived at the
estimate that 250 individuals are exposed to lead levels in
excess of the |ead national anmbient air quality standard
(NAAQS) of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/nd).

Anot her commenter (1V-D-30) noted that there are no
residents inside the fenceline of secondary |lead snelters and
all residents outside snelters are exposed to | ess than
1.5 pg/ m3 of pollutants. The same conmenter estimated that
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the organic pollutants emtted by secondary |ead snelters wll
be at concentrations below 1 pg/m at the fenceline and
probably at undetectable | evels beyond the fenceline.

Response: The procedures and raw data used in the
adverse health effects finding are found in docket item
I1-B-33 of Docket No. A-92-43. In these procedures, each area
source was nodel ed using site-specific data and the Human
Exposure Model (HEM. Meteorol ogical data were taken fromthe
nearest airport to each facility and popul ati on data were
taken fromthe 1990 census. Exposures were cal cul ated for
popul ation centroids rather than only at the fenceline of each
source because the latter tends to overestimate risks.
Model i ng was performed for six snelters that would qualify as
area sources and one snelter that is near the borderline
bet ween an area and a nmj or source.

The EPA disagrees with the second comenter's (IV-D 30)
assertion that all residents living outside the snelter
fenceline are exposed to pollutants at concentrations bel ow
1.5 pg/ m3. The EPA' s nodeling anal ysis indicated that about
250 individuals are exposed to anbient |ead |l evels greater
than 1.5 pug/ m3. Moreover, several secondary |lead snelters are
associated wth [ ead nonattai nnent areas (56 FR 56694,

Novenber 6, 1991) and, therefore, contribute to | ead exposures
greater than 1.5 pg/m3. Two of these snelters are area
sour ces.

The comenter (IV-D-30) provided no data or analyses to
support the conclusion that organic pollutants emtted by
snelters woul d be at undetectable | evels beyond the fenceline
of a snelter. The EPA agrees that the poll utant
concentrations are |low, but the EPA nodel indicates that they
present a risk at these levels. This nodelling analysis is
fully described in docket itemll-B-33.

Comment: Two commenters disagreed wwth the risk
estimates used in the EPA's risk assessnent for sone of the
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organic pollutants. One commenter (IV-D-30) noted that the
unit risk estimate (URE) used by the EPA to estimate cancer
risks represents the risk to a hypothetical individual

conti nuously exposed throughout his/her lifetinme to a
pol | utant concentration of 1 pg/m3. However, the ambient
concentrations of pollutants for which there are URE s are not
presented in the risk assessnent found in the preanble.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-09) wote that the upper-bound
cancer risk estimate for 1, 3-butadi ene used by the EPA in the
ri sk assessnment for area sources is overstated by severa
orders of magnitude. The original 1985 risk assessnent for
1, 3-but adi ene was based on studies using the B6C3F1 nouse,
whi ch does not provide an appropriate nodel for human cancer
ri sk assessnent, according to nore recent data.

One commenter (1V-D-30) noted that other than | ead and
2,3,7,8-tetrachl orodi benzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD), the
pollutants used in the EPA's ri sk assessnent were only
measured upstream of the snelters' control equipnent during
the EPA's testing program at secondary |ead snelters.

Response: Sunmary concentrations for each area source
snmel ter and aggregated concentrations for the area sources are
in the docket (see docket itemlI1-B-33). The conclusions for
this area source finding were based not only on 1, 3-but adi ene,
but on the mxture of HAP's emtted. The EPA is aware of the
recent data concerning the potency of 1, 3-butadiene. The
studies are being reviewed. Until the reviews have been
conpleted, the EPA is using the value found on the EPA' s
Integrated Risk Information System (IRI'S).

During the EPA's testing program uncontrolled netal and
organi ¢ HAP em ssions were neasured sinultaneously with
uncontroll ed and controlled | ead and total hydrocarbon (THC
em ssions. The EPA used |ead as a surrogate to predict netal
HAP em ssions and THC as a surrogate for organic HAP's. As
described in docket itemlIl-B-32, the thernmal destruction of
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organic HAP's is very closely correlated with the destruction
of THC. The netal and organic HAP em ssions used in the EPA's
ri sk assessnment were estimated fromthe controlled | ead and
THC em ssions and the rel ative anounts of individual netal and
organic HAP' s and their surrogates neasured in the
uncontrol | ed em ssi ons.

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-01, |V-D 11, |V-D 13,
| V-D-14, and |V-D-30) presented data to refute the need to
regul ate area sources. One commenter (1V-D-01) noted that
data are available indicating that | ead exposures, based on
bl ood I ead |l evels sanpled in the period from 1988 to 1991,
have declined substantially conpared to simlar data from 1976
to 1980. The frequency of blood |ead | evels greater than
10 mcrograns per deciliter have declined from77.8 percent to
4.3 percent in the decade between the two studies.

Four comenters (I1V-D-11, 1V-D-13, I1V-D-14, and |V-D 30)
noted that studies of children |living near secondary |ead
snelters found the children's blood |ead levels to be within
t he range considered normal by the Centers for D sease
Control. One comenter (IV-D-30) noted that em ssions testing
by the EPA denonstrate that secondary |ead snelter em ssions
are less than the NAAQS. The commenters concl uded that these
studi es denonstrate that snelters that are in conpliance with
t he NAAQS do not pose a threat to public health.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenters that a
great deal of progress has been made toward reducing the
general public's exposure to |ead. However, there is still
concern about current blood |lead | evels and the risks
presented from at nospheric | ead deposition. The fornmer sites
of two snelters--Interstate Lead Conpany in Leeds, Al abama and
Dixie Metals in Dallas, Texas--have required Federal clean-up
action under the Conprehensive Environnmental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act, also known as "Superfund."”
These actions were required because of | ead deposition onto
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the soils surrounding these sties. The lead cane fromair
em ssion sources that wll be regulated by this rule.

In addition, |ead exposure was only one conponent of the
EPA s eval uation of area sources. The decision to regulate
area sources was al so based on an assessnment of the effects of
all snelter em ssions, including netal HAP's and organic
HAP's. The maximum |lifetime individual cancer risk resulting
from exposure to arsenic and 1, 3-butadi ene are of particul ar
concern.

The EPA di sagrees wth the commenter (1V-D-30) that EPA
em ssions testing denonstrates that secondary |ead snelter
em ssions are |ess than the NAAQS. The EPA s testing program
measured stack em ssions but performed no anbi ent nonitoring.
Ambi ent nonitoring to determ ne conpliance with the NAAQS | ead
concentration is perforned at a facility's fenceline.

Mor eover, several secondary lead snelters are located in | ead
nonattai nnment areas and at |east two of these snelters are
area sources.

Comment: Three commenters (I1V-D 11, 1V-D 13, and
| V-D-14) argued that if individuals are exposed to |lead |evels
above the NAAQS for |ead, the EPA should not use a | ack of
enforcenent of the | ead NAAQS as a reason to regul ate area
source snelters under a MACT standard. One commenter
(I'V-D-13) recommended that the EPA take additional action on
the enforcenent of the NAAQS directly, rather than inposing a
new set of requirenents that would have the indirect effect of
controlling the NAAGS.

Response: The NAAQS for |ead was used as one of several
heal t h-effects benchmark for quantifying exposure to |ead
em ssions fromlead snelters. The EPA s anal ysis indicates
that, even in areas where the NAAQS is achi eved, area sources
present a threat to public health. The purpose of the rule is
to require technol ogy-based em ssion limts (considering costs
and other factors) on snelters that present a threat of
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adverse effects to public health. The EPA has determ ned that
MACT standards are appropriate.

The conparison of anbient | ead concentrations to the | ead
NAAQS was part of the overall analysis of adverse health
effects fromarea snelters and was not intended to identify
enforcenent or conpliance problens with the | ead NAAQS. The
goal of the rule is not to achieve conpliance wwth the |ead
NAAQS. The rule, however, should achieve a significant
reduction in anbient |ead concentrations by reducing netal HAP
em ssions from (in particular) process fugitive and fugitive
dust sources.

2.1.2 lnpacts

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) wote that the EPA
underestimated the econom c inpacts of regulating area source
snelters under a MACT standard. The actual nunber of snelters
that would qualify as area sources, and woul d ot herw se be
exenpt fromthe MACT standards, is greater than the nunber of
snelters estimated by the EPA

The sane commenter (1V-D-07) noted that regulating area
sources would require all snelters to apply for Title V
operating permts, even if they are area sources and already
have the equival ent of MACT controls. This inpact was not
considered by the EPA in deciding whether to regul ate area
sour ces.

Response: The EPA s estimate of the nunber of area
source snelters is based on estimted HAP em ssions from
snmel ting furnace, process fugitive, and fugitive dust em ssion
sources. The procedure used by the EPA for estimating these
em ssions is described in the proposal BID. The EPA has
revi ewed these em ssion estimates and continues to believe
that the estimte of seven area sources is accurate. The
comenter provided no estimte of the nunber of snelters that
woul d qualify as area sources nor any technical basis for the
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comment that nore than seven snelters would qualify as area
sour ces.

Secondary | ead snelters are subject to Federal new source
performance standards (NSPS) for secondary |ead snelters
[ 40 Code of Federal Regul ations (CFR) 60, subpart L] that
woul d also require themto obtain Title V operating permts.
Therefore, there is no additional inpact arising fromthe
Title V operating permts application procedure.
2.1.3 Legal Issues

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) wote that the EPA has
asserted only that area source secondary |ead snelters may

present a threat of adverse health effects and has not
satisfied the criteria in section 112(c)(3) of the Act that
area sources nust be found to actually present a threat. The
same commenter also clainmed that the EPA has not denonstrated
that any secondary |ead snelters are area sources. However,
the same commenter agreed that if any secondary |lead snelters
are area sources, they would be underregul ated pursuant to
current regul ati ons under the Act.

Three commenters (1V-D-07, 1V-D-13, and 1V-D-30) wote
that area source snelters should not be regul ated because the
esti mated adverse health and environnmental inpacts associ ated
with the area sources are below the criteria that the
Adm ni strator has used to designate other categories of area
sources for regulation. Another commenter (1V-D 11) noted
that the EPA's estimate of 0.1 cancer incidence per year
traceable to em ssions fromall of the snelters that were
nodel ed represents a risk of about 1 in 2.5 mllion and that
this is belowthe 1-in-1-mllion de mnims |evel established
in section 112(c)(9)(B)(i) of the Act.

Response: Section 112(c)(3) does not require that actual
adverse health and environnmental effects be denonstrated to
justify a listing determnation. The statute states that the
EPA shall list each category of area sources that the EPA
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"finds presents a threat of adverse effects to human health or
the environnment....warranting regul ation under this section”
(1.e., under technol ogy-based standards). The reference to
"threat" is a clear indication that potential harns can be
consi dered, because threats include potential occurrences.

For this commenter to be correct, the Act would have to be
worded "finds has caused adverse effects.”

The EPA agrees that the estimted carcinogenic effects of
t hese area sources are sonmewhat below the criteria the
Adm ni strator has used to designate other categories of area
sources for regulation at the tine of the proposal. However,
the EPA estimates that the upper-bound maxi mum i ndi vi dual
lifetime cancer risk associated with any one of the area
source snelters ranges from4 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000
(59 FR 29755, June 9, 1994). This risk estimte does not
i ncl ude exposure to |l ead, which is a B2 carcinogen, and is
wel | above the 1-in-1 mllion threshold found in
section 112(c)(9) of the Act. Therefore, the Adm nistrator
has concl uded that consideration of all potential health risks
associated wth these area sources warranted regul ati on of
t hese sources. The comenters have provided no information to
change the EPA' s concl usi ons about the |level of risk exposure
fromthe seven sources.

The comenter's (IV-D-11) probability estinmte of
1-in-2.5 mllion for the level of risk exposure is incorrect.
As described in the previous paragraph, the EPA' s estinates of
the lifetime cancer risks is well above the threshold found in
section 112(c)(9) of the Act.

2.2 APPLI CABI LITY

Ni ne comenters (I1V-D-02, 1V-D-03, IV-D-04, |V-D 07,
|V-D-10, IV-D-16, IV-D-22, IV-D-28, and |1V-D-30) commented on
the selection and definition of the source category and the
sel ection of the regul ated pol |l utants.

2.2.1 Ceneral
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Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-22 and | V-D-28) requested
clarification on the applicability of the standard. One
commenter (1V-D 28) requested that the applicability of the
rule be clarified by adding a statenment that the rul e does not
apply to primary |lead snelters, lead refiners, and | ead
remelters. The commenter al so requested that the definitions
of the snelting furnaces be revised to indicate that they are
furnaces operating at tenperatures greater than 980 ©OC
(1800 OF). Another commenter (IV-D-22) requested that the
applicability section of the proposed rule be clarified to
i ndicate whether it applies to recyclers of |ead and | ead
conpounds from |l ead-acid batteries only or to recyclers of al
scrap |l ead and | ead conpounds, including those froml ead-acid
batteries. The commenter believes that the first
interpretation is inplied by the proposed rule.

Response: The EPA agrees that the recommended changes
would clarify the applicability of the rule and has
incorporated theminto the final rule. The |anguage of the
rul e has also been revised to clarify that the rule applies to
recyclers of all scrap |lead and | ead conpounds, i ncluding, but
not limted to, material fromlead-acid batteries.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-22) requested that the EPA
establish | ow usage thresholds that would exenpt facilities
that only nelt or renelt less than 400 tons per year of pure
(soft) lead or less than 200 tons per year of hard | ead.

Response: The rule will be revised to clarify that it
does not apply to lead renelters and refiners and only applies
to lead snelters that operate snelting furnaces. The EPA is
not aware of any lead snelters that would be subject to this
rule with a capacity |less than 10,000 tons per year.
Therefore, the | ow usage threshol ds recommended by the
conmenter are not necessary.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) requested a
clarification on how the proposed standards would apply to
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feed dryers. The commenter indicated that, contrary to
statenents in the preanble, the exhaust fromfeed dryers is
not necessarily drawn directly into the reverberatory
furnaces. At two facilities operated by the commenter, the
dryer exhaust is handl ed through separate baghouse and
ventilation systens. The commenter requested clarification of
the inplications of this arrangenent with regard to the
applicability of the proposed standards.

Response: The feed dryer exhausts are subject to the
| ead em ssion standard of 2.0 ng/dscm and are considered a
process fugitive em ssion stream The EPA has revised the
rule to clarify that all other sources, including feed dryers
and other snelting furnace types, shall neet a | ead em ssion
standard of 2.0 ng/dscm

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) requested clarification
on how the EPA would apply MACT to new pyronetal |l urgical and
hydronet al | urgi cal / el ectrow nni ng technol ogi es.

Response: The final MACT standards do not apply to new
snmelting or electrow nning technol ogies alluded to by the
commenter. The EPA does not have sufficient information on
t hese technol ogies to establish em ssion standards under these
national em ssion standards for hazardous air pollutants
(NESHAP) [i.e., sections 112(c) and (d) of the Act] at this
time. New sources using new technol ogy may be eval uated for
regulation at a later date if they energe. In addition, any
new source using either of these technologies that is a mjor
source woul d be subject to section 112(g), which requires
new y constructed major HAP em ssion sources to install MACT
The MACT for each new snelter not covered by this rule would
be determ ned on a case-by-case basis if no applicable
em ssion standards exi st when and if a new technology is
commercialized in the United States.
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2.2.2 Selection O The Source Cateqgory
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-04 and | V-D-10) stated
t hat additi onal sources should be evaluated for inclusion as

sources subject to the proposed standards. One conmenter
(I'V-D-04) requested that scrap |lead snelters and | ead refiners
be evaluated to determ ne whet her MACT standards are
appropriate for these sources. Another commenter (1V-D-10)
requested that other sources of |ead em ssions, such as |ead
refiners and | ead oxide production facilities, be considered
for inclusion in the source category subject to the proposed
regul ati on because the production of |ead conpounds, including
| ead oxide, is not included el sewhere on the source category
list.

Response: Scrap lead snelters are subject to this rule,
but lead renelters, |ead refiners, and | ead oxide production
facilities are not. These are different processes and have
substantially | ess em ssions than secondary | ead snelters.
The EPA possesses no information on lead renelters and | ead
oxi de manufacturers that would support their listing as
categories of mmjor sources for regul ation under section 112.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-30) argued that regulation
of the primary lead snelting industry should be a higher
priority of the EPA than regul ating secondary | ead snelters.
According to the commenter, the secondary lead industry emts
| ess than 20 tons per year of l|lead, but the primary |ead
industry emts approximately 300 tons per year of lead and is
not in conpliance with the | ead NAAQS. According to the
commenter, regulation of the secondary lead industry prior to
regul ation of the primary |l ead industry puts the secondary
| ead industry at an unfair conpetitive di sadvantage. However,
no data were provided to support these statenents.

Response: The primary lead snelting industry is
schedul ed for regulation by MACT standards by the statutory
deadl i ne of Novenber 15, 1997.
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2.2.3 Selection & Pollutants
Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-01 and | V-D-16) discussed

the surrogate pollutants selected by the EPA for organic HAP' s
and netal HAP's. One commenter (1V-D-01) supported the EPA's
decision to use THC as a surrogate for organic HAP em ssi ons.
Anot her commenter (1V-D- 16) requested that the EPA reconsider
its decision to establish an em ssion standard for |ead rather
than particulate matter (PM as a surrogate for netal HAP s.
The comenter stated that because baghouses are the MACT for
metal HAP control and because baghouses control PM w t hout

di scrimnating anong PM species, it nmay be nore appropriate to
establish alimt for PMrather than | ead. The comenter al so
noted that the EPA test data indicate that the ratio of |ead
to PMis variable and | ead em ssions may vary with no
variation in the efficiency of the baghouse in controlling PM

Response: As stated in the proposal preanble
(59 FR 29761), the EPA evaluated both PM and | ead as
surrogates for all netal HAP's for which em ssion standards
woul d be established. The EPA found that conpounds of | ead
are the nost prevalent netal HAP in secondary |ead snelter
em ssions. The EPA also found that |lead is concentrated with
other netal HAP's in the smallest and nost difficult to
control size fraction of PMfromsnelters. |In addition, it
was determned that there is a stronger correlation of neta
HAP em ssions with |l ead em ssions than with PM em ssions. No
dat a have been received since proposal that woul d change any
of these concl usions.

The EPA agrees that the ratio of lead to PMis variable
and |l ead em ssions may vary with no variation in control
efficiency for PM The EPA is therefore establishing a limt
for lead to ensure that controls are designed and operated to
achi eve effective control of |ead conpounds and ot her netal
HAP's that are found in the smallest size fractions of PM
regardl ess of the overall control efficiency of PM The EPA
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is not changing its decision to select |lead as a surrogate for
ot her netal HAF's.

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-02, IV-D-03, and
| V-D-10) discussed the exclusion of dioxins/furans fromthe
standards. Two commenters (1V-D-02 and |1V-D-03) disagreed
wi th the Agency's decision not to regulate these em ssions
from secondary | ead snelters. Both commenters requested that
a zero-discharge limt on dioxin/furan em ssions be
established. The second commenter (1V-D-03) based this
request on the assertion that the EPA's Draft Reassessnent of
the Health Effects of Dioxins and Furans (59 FR 46980)
indicates that there is no safe exposure |level to dioxin/furan
em ssi ons.

Anot her commenter (I1V-D10) stated that it was not
possi ble to coment on the need to regul ate di oxin/furan
em ssions because it appeared fromthe preanble that the EPA
had not adequately eval uated these pollutants. The commenter
poi nted out, however, that the intent of section 112 of the
Act is to analyze all listed HAP's from maj or sources and that
the EPA could not arbitrarily decide to postpone regul ati on of
dioxin/furan em ssions until after the residual risk fromthe
source category has been evaluated. The conmmenter added that
there woul d be | ess concern about dioxin/furan em ssions if
t he proposed standards for organi c HAP em ssions from bl ast
furnaces represented controls above the MACT fl oor.

Response: A zero-discharge [imt for any pollutant is
not achi evable. The EPA routinely establishes em ssion
standards for nonthreshold pollutants. However, the EPA s
data indicate an em ssion standard for dioxins/furans would
have no benefit.

The EPA neasured di oxin/furan em ssions during the EPA
testing prograns. The dioxin/furan em ssions neasured from
t hese sources were nuch |lower than the em ssions nmeasured from
ot her source categories, such as nunicipal waste conbustors
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and nedi cal waste incinerators. The concentrations neasured
at secondary lead snelters are significantly |ower than the
di oxin concentrations in the em ssions fromthe best
control |l ed nmunici pal waste conbustors and nedi cal waste
i nci nerators.

Al t hough the EPA believes that the controls necessary to
nmeet the organic HAP emission limtations in the rule wll
al so reduce dioxin/furan em ssions, the Agency does not have
sufficient data to link em ssion levels to specific control
technol ogies. No technol ogy specifically for dioxin/furan
em ssion control is in use in the secondary |ead snelting
i ndustry. Therefore, the EPA has no technical basis to
regul ate dioxin/furan em ssions fromthis source category
beyond that achieved for the organic HAP's in general through
the surrogate THC em ssion limt.
2.3 STANDARDS FOR PROCESS EM SSI ON SOURCES

Many comrents were received on the proposed em ssion
standards for process em ssion sources. These were grouped
into coments on the MACT floor regulatory interpretation and
the selection of em ssion standards for netal HAP's, organic
HAP's, and hydrochloric acid/chlorine (HO/d 2). Coments on
the determ nation of the MACT floors for each pollutant class
are discussed within the respective subsecti ons.
2.3.1 MACT Floor Regulatory Interpretation

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) stated that the EPA did
not have enough em ssions data to select MACT fl oor em ssion

standards for organic HAP's and HC /C 2 em ssions.
Specifically, the coomenter asserts that section 112(d) of the
Act mandates the use of data fromthe 5 best-performng
sources in the category or subcategory where, as with
secondary | ead snelters, there are |less than 30 sources. The
commenter noted that the EPA does not have data froma
sufficient nunber of snelters to nmeet this criterion for
organic HAP's or HO /O 2. The commenter requested that the
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EPA obtain data fromnore facilities before proposi ng MACT
standards for the secondary |ead industry for these
pol | ut ants.

One comrenter (1V-D-22) objected to the EPA' s
interpretation of section 112(d) of the Act and the approach
used for the selection of the existing source MACT floor. The
EPA ranked the control technol ogies, selected the nedi an
control technology in use at the five best-performng
facilities, and then determ ned an achi evabl e em ssi on
limtation for sources using that technol ogy. According to
the commenter, this interpretation is inconsistent with the
| anguage of the Act, which supposes a ranking based on control
technol ogy only for new sources and a ranking based on
emssion limtation for existing sources. Furthernore, the
comenter noted that, in sonme cases, the EPA appeared to have
sel ected the highest (i.e., least stringent) observed em ssion
| evel as the proposed emssion [imt in order to guarantee
that it was continuously achievable by the majority of
sour ces.

Response: Contrary to what is inplied by the commenters,
the Act has no m ninum data requirenents for setting MACT
floors. Section 112(d)(3)(B) requires that em ssion standards
shall be no |l ess stringent than "the average em ssion
limtation achieved by the best performng 5 sources (for
whi ch the Adm nistrator has or could reasonably obtain
em ssions information) in the category or subcategory for
categories or subcategories with fewer than 30 sources.™

The Act sets statutory deadlines for MACT standards and
vests in the Adm nistrator the discretionary authority to
determ ne the MACT fl oors based on the best data and
i nformation reasonably available within these tinme franes.

The approach for determning the "average em ssion limtation"
will vary based on the anount of data available within the
time frane of the statutory deadlines set for the MACT
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standards in addition to other pragmatic consi derations.
Based on the anmpbunt of data avail able for secondary | ead
snelters, the EPA used the follow ng procedure to neet the
requi renents of the Act:

(1) The industry was surveyed to identify the types of
control technol ogi es being used.

(2) The control technol ogy used by the nedian of the
best-performng five sources was selected as the
floor.

(3) The avail able em ssions data from wel | -operated and
mai ntai ned facilities were then used to identify an
achi evabl e em ssion standard for each such
technol ogy to represent a MACT fl oor.

In cases where there were |imted data on the performance
of a MACT control, the EPA selected the data representing the
| east-stringent em ssion |evel as the achi evabl e em ssion
standard for a properly designed and operated technol ogy in
order to account for normal variability in the performance of
that technol ogy. For discussions of how variability was
eval uated, refer to the individual sections on selection of
emssion limts in the proposal preanble and in this BID
2.3.2 Rationale For Metal HAP Em ssion Standards

El even commenters (IV-D-02, IV-D-04, IV-D05, |IV-D 10,
|V-D-14, IV-D- 15, IV-D- 16, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D 24, and
| V-D-30) commented on the proposed em ssion standards to

control netal HAP em ssions from process sources.
2.3.2.1 Selection of MACT Floor for Metal HAP s.
Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-04 and |V-D 20) conmment ed
on the EPA' s selection of MACT for the control of netal HAP s.
The first commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA eval uate

di fferences in baghouse design, operating paraneters, and
filter media to determine if any of these are correlated with
differences in nmetal HAP em ssion rates. The commenter al so
asked the EPA to evaluate the use of high efficiency
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particul ate arrestor (HEPA) filters in establishing the MACT
fl oor and new source MACT. The commenter noted that HEPA
filters are in use at battery manufacturing plants and
requested that the EPA consider whether this technol ogy could
be transferred to secondary | ead snelters.

The second commenter (1V-D-20) al so requested that the
EPA eval uat e baghouse configuration, including the bag
mat eri al and whet her the baghouse was fitted with a spark
arrestor, in determning the MACT floor for the control of
metal HAP's. The comrenter recomrended that the proposed
standard require spark arrestors to mnimze the potential for
burning holes in the filter bags.

Response: The EPA collected | ead em ssions data from
nearly all secondary |lead snelters and these data represented
a diversity of baghouse designs, operating paraneters, and
filter media. Wthin the perfornmance range represented by
wel | operated and mai ntai ned baghouses, no correlations could
be established between any of these variabl es and baghouse
performance, as neasured by controlled | ead concentrations.

Several secondary |lead snelters have HEPA filters
followi ng the sanitary baghouses that control building
ventilation exhausts. The concentration of |ead in exhaust
fromthese units is not significantly different fromthe | ead
concentration fromother sources controlled by a fabric filter
baghouse al one (see docket iteml1-B-8). 1In addition, no
secondary | ead snelters are using HEPA filters to control
metal HAP em ssions from process em ssi on sources.

The EPA agrees that spark arrestors can facilitate
baghouse mai ntenance and inprove bag life by mnimzing the
potential for holes in bags. However, spark arrestors wll
not affect the achievable em ssion |evels of a baghouse. The
monitoring requirenents in the rule are designed to detect bag
failures fromsparks or any other cause. The em ssion
standards and nonitoring requirenents al so have the
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flexibility to allow the use of spark arrestors or any other
strategy for maintaining bag integrity. A requirenent for
spark arrestors on all secondary | ead snelters woul d underm ne
this flexibility, would be unreasonabl e, and woul d contradi ct
the Act's antipathy to equi pnent standards when nuneri cal
em ssion standards are avail abl e.

2.3.2.2 Selection of the Lead Emi ssion Limt. Eleven
comenters (1V-D-02, IV-D-04, 1V-D-05, 1V-D-10, |V-D 14,
| V-D-15, IV-D- 16, IV-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D-24, and |V-D 30)
comented on the proposed lead |imt of 2.0 ng/dscm

[ 0. 00087 grains per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf)].

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-02, IV-D-05, and
| V- D-15) supported the proposed emssion [imt of 2.0 ng/dscm
(0.00087 gr/dscf). One comrenter (IV-D-05) noted that
controls are wdely avail able that can reduce em ssions to
| evel s bel ow the proposed standard. Another comrenter
(I'V-D-24) requested that the lead emssion limt should be no
| ess stringent than the limts for primary |lead snelters and
that the EPA should be aimng for zero | ead di scharge.

Response: The EPA agrees that technol ogies are avail abl e
to reduce emssions to levels that are required by the
proposed standards. The EPA evaluated the controls avail able
in the industry and based the proposed rule on the best
technol ogi es that are available. Zero |ead discharge is not
achievable wwth current snelting or em ssions control
t echnol ogy.

Primary |l ead snelters are subject to another rul e-maki ng
activity and that rule will be based on the technol ogy
denonstrated for that industry.

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D 10, |V-D 20,
| V-D-22, and |1V-D-24) comented that the |lead em ssion limt
shoul d be | ower than the proposed Iimt of 2.0 ng/dscm Four
of these commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-10, |IV-D-20, and |V-D 22)
stated that the proposed lead emssion limt was too high
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because the EPA did not base it on the average em ssion
limtation achieved by the five best-perform ng sources, as
required by section 112(d) of the Act. According to one
comenter (IV-D-10), the EPA did not follow this guidance in
establishing the proposed |lead em ssion |imts because the EPA
eval uated data fromall 23 secondary |ead snelters.

One commenter (1V-D-20) noted that the average | ead
em ssion level of the top five em ssion tests presented in the
supporting docunents is less than 1.0 ng/dscm
(0.00044 gr/dscf). This commenter also noted that data from
two | ocal secondary |ead snelters indicate that em ssions
bel ow 0.4 ny/dscm (0.0002 gr/dscf) are consistently achievabl e
and that these snelters should serve as the basis for the MACT
lead emssion limt for new sources. The comenter requested
that the EPA establish a lead emssion |imt for new sources
no hi gher than 0.5 ng/dscm (0.0002 gr/dscf) and no higher than
1.0 ng/dscm (0.00044 gr/dscf) for existing sources.

One commenter (1V-D-10) believed that conpliance data
fromonly the five best-perform ng sources should be
considered in determ ning an achi evabl e em ssion | evel.
According to the comenter, these data should be sufficient to
establish emssion limts because they were obtained from
tests required to denonstrate conpliance. The commenter
asserted that the EPA had made an arbitrary decision on
averaging tinmes and had viol ated EPA gui dance on em ssi ons
testing because the EPA had not used the performance of only
the five best-performng sources to devel op em ssion standards
that were continuously achi evabl e.

Response: All snelting furnaces use baghouses to control
metal HAP em ssions. The EPA evaluated different paraneters
of baghouse desi gn and operation and could not find
differences in performance that could be correlated wth these
di fferences at the em ssion concentrations observed. All of
t he baghouses evaluated with | ead em ssions bel ow 2.0 ng/dscm

2-26

kam 112



were determ ned by the EPA to be well-designed and wel | -
operated (see docket itemI1-B-32). The EPA determ ned,
however, that a well-designed and wel | -operated baghouse w ||
show vari abl e performance over tinme, and that this variability
cannot be predicted. The EPA also determned that a limt
nore stringent than 2.0 ng/dscm was not achi evable on a
continuous basis with this technology in this source category.
For exanpl e, sone sources showed hi gher em ssions when tested
by the EPA than indicated by conpliance data coll ected before
EPA testing (see docket itemlIl1-B-32). Because of this
variability, the best five em ssions tests do not represent
the |l ong-term performance of baghouses. Therefore, the |ead
emssion limt was set at a level that was determ ned to be
representative of the performance of well-designed and well -
oper at ed baghouse control technol ogy, considering normnal
variability in performance.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-20) stated that the
proposed | ead emssion limt is not protective of public
health. The commenter noted that process sources are the
| argest sources of netal HAP em ssions and that the EPA should
propose standards that achieve a reduction in netal HAP
em ssions from process sources. The commenter noted that the
lead emssion limt for |ead-acid battery plants is
1.0 ng/dscm (0.00044 gr/dscnm) -- one-half the proposed
emssion limt of 2.0 ng/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf). The
commenter stated that an emssion limt that is twice as high
as the NSPS em ssion |imt for another |ead source is not
sound public policy.

The same commenter (IV-D-20) also asserted that the
proposed lead em ssion limt would result in violations of the
1.5 pg/ m3 State and Federal anbient air quality standard for
| ead.

One comrenter (I1V-D-22) noted that if the proposed | ead
limt of 2.0 ng/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf) represents the average
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em ssion limtation achieved in practice by the five best-
perform ng sources in the category, then it cannot al so
represent the best control |level of all sources (i.e., MACT
for existing sources cannot be the sane as MACT for new
sources under these circunstances). The sane commenter al so
noted that the limt should be nore stringent than 2.0 ng/dscm
if it is achievable and cost-effective; it should not be a

| evel that all sources can "confortably" achieve.

Response: The commenter (1V-D-20) provided no technica
basis or analysis for the coment that the proposed | ead
emssion limts would lead to violations of anbient air
qual ity standards of 1.5 pg/m3. All sources currently operate
with MACT for control of netal HAP em ssions and, in any case,
process sources are not the | argest source of secondary |ead
metal HAP em ssions. According to the estinated baseline
em ssions presented in table 4-3 of the proposal BID, actual
metal HAP em ssions from process sources are |ess than
20 percent of both process fugitive and fugitive dust
em ssions, on an industry-w de basis. The EPA al so believes
that process fugitive and fugitive dust em ssions play a
larger role in violations of anbient air standards than stack
em ssions because they are ground-|level em ssions. The final
rule will also regulate process fugitive and fugitive dust
em ssi ons.

Lead-acid battery manufacturing is not conparable to
secondary |l ead snelting, so that the NSPS for |ead-acid
battery manufacturing cannot be conpared to the secondary | ead
snelter NESHAP. The sources at |ead-acid battery
manufacturing plants that are subject to the 1.0 ng/dscm
emssion limt are relatively |lowtenperature sources (grid
casting, paste mxing, and assenbly operations) with
inherently lower | ead em ssions. The |lead-emtting sources at
secondary |l ead snelters are considerably different fromthose
at | ead-acid battery plants. Lead reclamation at |ead-acid
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battery plants is perfornmed in nelting pots simlar to the
refining kettles found at secondary |ead snelters and is the
only conparable em ssion source. However, the NSPS |lead Iimt
for these |lead reclamation facilities is 4.5 ng/dscm which is
nmore than twice as high as the final NESHAP lead |imt for al
sources at secondary |lead snelters.

The EPA di sagrees that MACT for existing sources cannot
be the sane as MACT for new sources. The technol ogy on which
both new and existing source MACT is based is identical. In
this case, all secondary lead snelters use the sane netal HAP
control technology and differences in performance bel ow
2.0 ng/dscm | ead em ssions cannot be correlated with
di fferences in baghouse design or operation. The EPA al so
determned that a limt nore stringent than 2.0 ng/dscm was
not achi evable on a continuous basis with this technology in
this source category. In such a situation, where there are no
di scernabl e differences in performance, the performance of the
best source is no different fromthe average perfornmance of
the "top" five sources; the performance is the sanme once
normal variability is taken into account. Based on the
monitoring data collected during the EPA test program and a
conpari son of the EPA data to conpliance data, the EPA
believes that the lead emssion limt is characteristic of
only well-operated and wel | - mai nt ai ned baghouses (see docket
iteml1-B-32). Furthernore, owners and operators of secondary
|l ead snelters will have to performregul ar baghouse
i nspections and mai ntenance to maintain conpliance with the
st andar d.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-22) recommended that the
EPA include an alternative percent control limt (99-percent
reduction) for the lead emission limt to mnimze conflicts
with the California Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM.

Response: There is no conflict between the secondary
| ead NESHAP and the California ATCM The MACT controls
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necessary to neet the proposed emssion |imt are capabl e of
achieving a 99-percent reduction. The ATCM however, also
requi res nmeasurenent of | ead em ssions at the control device
inlet as well as the outlet in order to calculate the percent
em ssion reduction.

Comment: Three commenters (1V-D 15, 1V-D 16, and
| V-D-30) recommended that the lead em ssion |imt should be
| ess stringent than the proposed Iimt of 2.0 ng/dscm
(0.00087 gr/dscf).

One comenter (1V-D-15) stated that although the text of
t he proposal specifically states that this is alead [imt,
many people may infer that this is an attainable limt for
total em ssions from baghouses, even though it is 1/25 of the
50-ng/ dscm (0. 022-gr/dscf) PMemssion limt in the NSPS for
secondary | ead snelters. The sane commenter added that the
limt is so |low that EPA reference Method 12 may not be able
to accurately measure em ssions at these |evels and very | ong
sanpling tines may be required to neasure en ssions.

Response: The EPA does not believe that there should be
any confusion between the | ead conpound emssion |imts in the
NESHAP and the PMem ssion limts found in any other
applicable rules. The rule is clear that the em ssion
standards are for | ead conpounds, as neasured by EPA
Met hod 12. The data available to the EPA, including
conpliance data and EPA test data, indicate that |ead conpound
em ssions below 2.0 ng/dscm can be accurately nmeasured using
the sanpling tinmes prescribed in EPA reference Method 12.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) stated that the data do
not support the proposed |lead emssion limt of 2.0 ng/dscm
(0.00087 gr/dscf) and do not support the conclusion that the
proposed limt is continuously achievable (enphasis added by

commenter). The comrenter claimed that a single run during a
test of a baghouse at East Penn Manufacturing Conpany in which
the | ead concentration was 3.3 ng/dscmwas treated as an
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outlier and ignored, although the baghouse appeared to be
operating normally. The commenter noted that the grain

| oadi ng at this baghouse's inlet was | ower than average but
the outlet |ead concentration was the hi ghest neasured, even
t hough one woul d expect the outlet concentration to be al so
| oner than average.

The same commenter (IV-D-16) also noted that the preanble
states that a baghouse with a good inspection and mai nt enance
program"may still emt, on average, an em ssion streamwth
an opacity of 5 or 10 percent,"” and that such an opacity would
correspond to a lead em ssion rate of 20 ng/dscm 10 tines
hi gher than the proposed emssion limt. The commenter stated
that the EPA is indicating that 10-fol d exceedances of the
standard can occur despite the application of MACT controls.

Response: Conpliance with the | ead em ssion standards
wi |l be based on the average | ead em ssions neasured during
three runs rather than individual runs. The average of the
three runs at the East Penn baghouse in gquestion was
1.8 ng/dscm and this source woul d have been in conpliance with
the proposed 2.0 ng/dscmlead limt. However, the high
variability in | ead em ssions fromthis baghouse suggested by
the single run at 3.3 ng/dscmwas not typical of the
variability observed at other baghouses tested by the EPA
The | ead em ssions neasured in the remaining two runs of that
test were 1.5 and 0.7 ng/dscm In addition, this baghouse had
a substantially lower inlet PMgrain |oading (8.4 ng/dscm
conpared to 30.5 to 104 ng/dscm and | ead renoval efficiency
(70 percent conpared to 85 to 99 percent) than the ot her
baghouses tested. The EPA believes that the | ower performance
was associated with the lower inlet grain | oading observed at
t hi s baghouse conpared to others tested by the EPA (see docket
itemll-B-32).

Contrary to the statenents by the comenter (IV-D 16),
baghouse efficiency increases as the inlet concentration of PM
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increases. This is because baghouses rely on the |ayer of PM
that collects on the dirty side of the filter bags (known as a
filter cake) to enhance filtration. A lower inlet grain

| oading neans that it will take longer for the filter cake to
accunul ate after a cleaning cycle and baghouse performance
will be nore variable. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect
in stating that the outlet concentration should al so be | ower
when the inlet concentration is | ower.

The statenment in the preanble that a baghouse with a good
i nspection/ mai nt enance programmay still emt 5 or 10 percent
opacity was based on the assunption that the baghouse was not
fitted wwth a continuous opacity nonitor (COM or bag | eak
detector and that opacity was only nonitored by visual
observation, which has a | ower detection threshold of
5 percent opacity. The EPA agrees that w thout good operation
and nmai nt enance, exceedances of the standard can occur despite
t he application of MACT controls. Therefore, aggressive
nmoni toring coupled wth a conprehensive inspection and
mai nt enance programis required by the standard to
conti nuously achi eve maxi num performance fromthose controls
consistent wwth the proposed lead emssion limt.

Comment:  Anot her commenter (IV-D-30) commented that the
proposed | ead standard represents a significant tightening of
the current NSPS PM standard for secondary |lead snelters
(40 CFR 60 subpart L). The current PM standard of
0.022 gr/dscf represents a | ead em ssion concentration of
0. 0055 gr/dscf, based on the assunption that 25 percent of PM
is lead. The proposed | ead standard, therefore, represents an
85-percent reduction in |lead em ssions conpared to the
exi sting NSPS, according to the commenter. To neet the
proposed | ead standard, snelters will also need to reduce PM
em ssions to levels significantly below the I evel required by
t he NSPS.
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Response: The NSPS PMIlimt, established in 1974, is
based on the use of a venturi-type scrubber to control PM
em ssions from process sources (see docket itemll-A-32). Al
secondary | ead snelters are now usi ng baghouses to control PM
and netal HAP em ssions, and these are substantially nore
effective than venturi scrubbers. Consequently, the NESHAP
lead limt reflects the use of the inproved control
t echnol ogy.
2.3.3 Rationale For Organic HAP Em ssion Standards

El even comenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-02, 1V-D-03, 1V-D05
| v-D-07, IV-D-10, IV-D-18, 1V-D-20, IV-D-22, IV-D 23, and
| V-D-24) commented on the proposed em ssion standards to

control organic HAP em ssions from process sources.
2.3.3.1 Selection of MACT Floor for Organic HAP s.
Three commenters (IV-D-01, 1V-D-03 and | V-D-22) objected to
t he nethod of establishing the MACT fl oor.
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) stated that the EPA did
not have enough em ssions data to select MACT fl oor em ssion

l[imts for organic HAP's. Specifically, the comenter noted
that the EPA only has em ssions data froma single test at
each of the snelter configurations subject to the proposed
organi ¢ HAP em ssion standards. The comenter requested that
the EPA obtain data fromnore facilities before proposing MACT
standards for the secondary |ead industry.

Response: The EPA eval uated the control technology in
use at each snelter and determ ned the floor technol ogy for
each furnace conbination. The EPA then sponsored a testing
programto collect em ssions data fromsix different snelters
to characterize the performance of the organic HAP controls
identified as MACT for each furnace configuration. The
sources tested by the EPA were representative of the snelters
in each furnace conbination and the data were col |l ected under
normal operating conditions. Therefore, the EPA does not
believe that it is necessary to collect any additional
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em ssions data. No additional data were submtted during the
public conment period to refute the proposition that the
proposed standards are achi evabl e.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) recomended that the
EPA determ ne a single MACT floor for all snelter types and
not differentiate anong snelting furnace configurations. The
comment er reconmmended that blast furnaces be all owed
additional tinme (6 nonths to 1 year) to conply with em ssion
standards under a single MACT fl oor because of the greater
cost associated with controlling organic HAP em ssions from
t hese furnaces.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-22) also disagreed with the EPA s
decision to establish separate new source MACT for each
furnace configuration. The commenter requested that the EPA
consi der requiring new secondary lead snelters to install a
particul ar furnace configuration as new source MACT because
there is an environnental advantage to using sone furnace
configurations over others, according to the commenter.

Response: Section 112(d)(1) of the Act gives the
Adm nistrator the authority to distinguish anong cl asses,
types, and sizes of sources within a category when
establishing standards. The EPA established separate MACT
em ssion standards for each furnace configuration because
snelting furnaces differ substantially, based on
configuration, in both emssion profile and quantity and
achi evabl e control levels for organic HAP's. Separate MACT
floors were al so established because different furnace types
serve different purposes in the secondary |lead snelting
i ndustry.

The EPA agrees that sone furnace types have | ower organic
HAP em ssions potential than other types. However,
establishing a single floor that did not differentiate anong
furnace types woul d effectively prohibit blast furnace
operation because bl ast furnaces have a higher organic HAP
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em ssions potential than other furnace types. Blast furnaces
are needed because they account for a significant fraction of
total secondary | ead production and account for nearly all the
hard | ead produced by secondary lead snelters. Hard |ead
accounts for 40 percent of the lead used in | ead-acid
batteries. A snelter is planned for the future that will use
col l ocated reverberatory and rotary furnaces; the rotary
furnace will be used in place of a blast furnace to process
reverberatory furnace slag, but this configuration has yet to
be denonstrated. Standards cannot be established that

prohi bit a technology unless an equally viable alternative

exi sts at a reasonable cost; this is not the case with bl ast
furnaces. Therefore, the EPA will not establish a single new
source MACT or em ssion standards that would effectively

prohi bit the use of blast furnaces.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) asserted that the bl ast
furnace tested by the EPA represented the best-controlled
facility rather than the nmedian of the top five because the
afterburner controlling the blast furnace had the | ongest
residence tinme of those known to the EPA. Therefore, this
facility should not have been used to establish the MACT fl oor
for existing blast furnaces.

The sane comenter also contended that the EPA
underestimated the cost inpact of blast furnace controls above
the MACT fl oor because the EPA only accounted for added fuel
costs. According to the coomenter, the EPA did not account
for additional gas-stream cooling nor the replacenent of
exi sting equi pnent with equi pmrent nade of materials designed
to withstand hi gher operating and gas-stream tenperat ures.

The comrenter requested that the EPA reeval uate the cost
estimates for the blast furnace controls.

Response: Residence tine is not the only variable that
determ nes afterburner performance; other inportant variabl es
are tenperature and m xing (turbulence). For exanple, data
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avai lable to the EPA fromother industries denonstrate that an
afterburner with a fixed tenperature and residence tine can
achieve a range of 70- to 99-percent efficiency by varying

m xi ng al one (see docket iteml1-B-31). The EPA has
tenperature and residence tine data for several blast furnace
facilities controlled by afterburners, but no data on m xi ng.
In the absence of information on mxing, it is difficult to
precisely identify the best perfornmer and the nmedi an of the
top five perforners. Therefore, the EPA relied on
tenperature, residence tinme, and performance data to sel ect
the best controlled source and the nedian of the top five.

One bl ast furnace was controlled by an afterburner at
870 OC (1600 OF) with a residence tine of 1.5 seconds (see
docket itemll-D-4). No other sources exceeded this
tenperature. Therefore, this source was sel ected as new
source MACT because it appears to be the best-controlled
facility. Data on the performance of afterburners froma
spectrum of industries controlled by afterburners indicate
that this source should be able to achieve 98 percent control
of THC (see docket itemll-B-31).

The afterburner at Schuylkill Metals Corporation was
operated at 700 OC (1300 OF) and 2.5 seconds residence tine
(see docket itemll-D-7). The blast furnace at Schuyl kil
Metal s was selected for testing because it was considered to
be the nedian of the five best-controlled blast furnace
snelters. During testing, the afterburner achi eved 85 percent
control of THC. Because this is less than the predicted
performance of the best-controlled facility, it cannot also
represent new source MACT. The Schuylkill facility, however,
is believed by the EPA to represent the existing source MACT
fl oor based on tenperature, residence tinme, and denonstrated
performance. Because of the high increnmental costs associated
wi th replacing many exi sting afterburners, the EPA decided not
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to establish standards for blast furnaces above the MACT
floor.

In estimating cost inpacts for blast furnaces controlled
by afterburners, it was assuned that the tenperature of a
pre-existing afterburner could not be increased above the
reported operating tenperature by nore than 100 OC (180 OF).
|f the tenperature of an existing afterburner had to be
i ncreased by nore than 100 OC to neet the MACT floor or a
control |evel above the floor, it was assuned that the
af terburner would need to be replaced. The cost to install a
new afterburner where none previously existed or to replace an
exi sting afterburner included the costs for additional gas-
stream cooling and nore heat-resistant materials. These
costs, along wth added fuel costs, were considered at
proposal and are included in the cost estinmates presented in
chapter 6 of the proposal BID. The EPA continues to believe
that all relevant control costs were included in the contro
cost estimates for blast furnaces.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) contended that the EPA
has overestimated the nunber of reverberatory/blast furnace
facilities that perform gas-stream bl ending to control
em ssions fromcol |l ocated reverberatory and bl ast furnaces.
The comenter was aware of only three facilities that perform
gas-stream bl ending and that one facility was incorrectly
identified by the EPA in the proposal BID as perform ng
gas-stream bl endi ng.

The same commenter (IV-D-07) noted that gas-stream
bl ending woul d restrict blast furnace operation to periods
when the reverberatory furnace is also operating. The
comenter also noted that each facility would need a back-up
afterburner to control the blast furnace when the
reverberatory furnace was not operating. Furthernore, the
proposed standards would require the blast furnace to be
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controlled to | evels nore stringent than those required for
new bl ast furnaces at blast furnace-only snelters.

Two commenters (1V-D-01 and | V-D-07) commented that the
EPA underesti mated the costs of installing gas-stream bl endi ng
at existing reverberatory/blast furnace facilities because
installation would require extensive reworking of the
ventilation and control systens for the furnaces. One
commenter (1V-D-07) also noted that gas-stream bl endi ng nakes
it nore difficult to control the draft on each furnace and
that it may result in greater fugitive em ssions from each
furnace. The ventilation systemat the commenter's facility
is designed so that each furnace can be independently operated
and controll ed and gas-stream bl endi ng woul d not be adopted
regardl ess of the outcone of the rul emaki ng, according to the
conment er .

Response: The EPA agrees that it incorrectly identified
one snelter (facility No. 14 in the proposal BID) as
perform ng gas-stream blending. Three facilities perform gas-
stream bl ending. One of these snelters operates two
reverberatory and two bl ast furnaces. The updated
i nformati on, however, does not affect the MACT sel ection for
new and existing reverberatory/blast furnace snelters. The
best performng snelter and the nedian of the top 5 snelters
bot h enpl oy gas-stream bl endi ng.

The final rule will allow that during periods when the
reverberatory furnace is not operating, facilities with
col l ocated furnaces may achi eve the sane THC st andards as new
and existing blast furnaces at blast furnace-only snelters.
This will include separate em ssion tests and nonitoring
requi renents to denonstrate conpliance with the THC st andards
whil e operating only the bl ast furnace.

Gas-stream bl endi ng has al ready been denonstrated in the
industry with no apparent problenms in controlling process
fugitive em ssions. Nonethel ess, the proposed rul e does not
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require the use of any specific technology to control
em ssions; snelters may use whatever technol ogy they choose in
order to neet the em ssion standards.

The cost of installing gas-stream bl endi ng has been
re-eval uat ed since proposal by including the cost of
addi tional ductwork, a refractory-lined m xing
chanber/afterburner, a |l arger cooling system and increased
baghouse capacity. The revised annual cost to perform gas-
stream bl ending for an individual snmelter ranges from $120, 000
to $350, 000, dependi ng on whether a conpletely new baghouse is
required. The revised total annual cost for the industry to
perform gas-stream blending is $1.16 mllion (see docket
itemIV-B-3). The revised cost-effectiveness estimate for the
final rule is $1,423 per megagram (M) of organi c HAP
reduction for the entire industry. The estimate presented at
proposal was $510 per My of organic HAP's. However, these
i ncreased costs will not affect the econom c inpacts of the
st andar ds.

2.3.3.2 Selection of the THC Em ssion Limt. N ne
comenters (1V-D-01, I1V-D-02, IV-D-03, I1V-D-05, |IV-D 07,
| V-D-10, IV-D-18, IV-D-20, and |IV-D-24) comented on the
sel ection of the proposed THC standards for process sources.

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-05 and | V-D20) supported

the EPA's proposed THC em ssion [imts. The first comrenter
(I'V-D-05) stated that controls are widely avail abl e that can
reduce snelter THC em ssions to belowthe limts in the
proposed standards, but did not provide any data to support
this statenent.

Two commenters (1V-D-02, 1V-D 24) requested that al
snelter types be required to neet the sane THC em ssion limt
of 20 parts per mllion by volume (ppnmv) and that higher
limts for blast furnaces or exceptions for "obsol ete" furnace
types should not be all owed.
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Response: Differences in furnace types preclude a
uni form THC standard. Blast furnaces are not considered an
obsol ete furnace type; they are the only type that can be
oper ated i ndependently of other furnace types on an econom cal
basis at a one-furnace snelter. Blast furnaces al so account
for a significant fraction of total secondary |ead production
and for nearly all of the hard | ead produced by secondary | ead
snelters. Cost-effective controls are not avail able for bl ast
furnaces and rotary furnaces that wll allow themto neet the
20-ppnv THC |limt that is achievable for reverberatory/bl ast
furnace snelters.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) commented that the
proposed standards for existing and new bl ast furnace-only
facilities and reverberatory/blast furnace snelters are not
based on a sufficient quantity of data and requested that the
EPA coll ect nore data prior to setting emssion limts. The
proposed em ssion |limts are based on a single test consisting
of two or three runs and, according to the comenter, this
single test was not adequate to represent normal variation in
em ssions. The commenter also noted that the EPA has no
em ssions data representing MACT for new bl ast furnaces and
has based the proposed emssion limt on data from ot her
i ndustri es.

Response: The proposed THC em ssion limt for existing
bl ast furnaces was based on THC em ssi on neasurenents at a
bl ast furnace snelter with MACT fl oor controls. The test
consi sted of two 3-hour THC em ssion neasurenents. The
average THC concentrations during the two 3-hour runs were
300 ppmv and 360 ppnmv. The THC em ssions were neasured by a
conti nuous em ssion nonitor and were recorded as a series of
one-m nute averages. In both runs, em ssions fluctuated up
and down several tinmes per hour. Each run represented several
furnace chargi ng and tapping cycles and there were no
differences in furnace or control device operation between the
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two runs. In order to account for the variation in average
THC concentration, the higher 3-hour average em ssion
concentration was sel ected as the proposed emssion limt.
Furt hernore, the 3-hour average format of the THC em ssion
standards mnimzes the effects of variations in em ssions at
a single facility.

The proposed THC em ssion limt for reverberatory/bl ast
furnace snelters was al so based on THC em ssi on neasurenents
at a snelter wwth MACT floor controls. The test consisted of
three 3-hour runs. The average THC concentration during each
run was 3, 5, and 20 ppnmv; there were no differences in
furnace or control device operation anong the three runs and
the variation anong the three runs is not significant at these
| ow THC concentrations. The highest 3-hour average THC
concentration was selected as the proposed emssion limt to
account for variation in em ssions. No data have been
recei ved since proposal to indicate that the bl ast furnace or
reverberatory/blast furnace THC em ssion limts are not
achi evabl e.

The Adm nistrator used all available information to
devel op the proposed THC em ssion |[imts for existing and new
bl ast furnace-only snelters. The Act does not necessarily
restrict the establishnent of MACT em ssion levels to the
docunent ed performance of plants within the regul ated
industry. The Act allows the Adm nistrator to exercise
j udgenent and consi der the performance of technol ogies in use
at simlar em ssion sources. Because no em ssions data were
avai lable fromthe facility that represented new source MACT
the Adm ni strator considered the docunented perfornance of
afterburners on simlar gas streans.

At the facility representing new source MACT, data were
avai l abl e on the tenperature and residence tinme of the
afterburner. O her EPA studies froma broad spectrum of
industries wth gas streans of simlar characteristics
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indicate that this afterburner is capable of 98-percent
efficiency. This is equal to a controlled THC concentration
of 70 ppnv, based on an uncontrolled concentration of

3,500 ppnv. The 3,500-ppnv uncontrolled concentration is
based on uncontrolled THC concentrations neasured by the EPA
at the outlets to two bl ast furnaces. No new data have been
submtted to indicate that the proposed Iimts are not

achi evabl e.

Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-10 and | V-D-18)
recommended that the em ssion standards for existing bl ast
furnaces be the sane as for new blast furnaces. One of these
commenters (IV-D-03) clained that the current proposal woul d
all ow exi sting blast furnace snelters to emt excess organic
HAP em ssions of 1.34 mllion pounds. The second comrenter
(I'V-D-10) noted that only two additional facilities would be
i npacted if the sane standards were adopted for new and
exi sting sources and that this does not appear to be a
significant econom c inpact on a national basis.

Response: The EPA consi dered proposing the sanme em ssion
limts for new and existing source blast furnaces, but
determ ned that the increnental control costs for existing
sources would be prohibitive. |If existing sources were
required to neet the sanme THC emission limts as new sources,
all but one blast furnace snelter would need to install new
afterburners. The annual organic HAP control costs for bl ast
furnace snelters would triple from $580,000 to $1.7 nmillion on
a national basis, but the organic HAP em ssion reduction
achi eved woul d only increase by 20 percent, from 580 negagrans
per year (My/yr) to 690 Mg/yr. This represents a high
i ncrenental cost effectiveness of over $10,000 per My of
organi ¢ HAP

Based on the estimated i npacts on operating snelters and
the high increnental costs, the EPA decided not to propose
nore stringent standards for existing blast furnaces. No
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i nformati on has been recei ved since proposal indicating that
t hese i npacts have been estimated incorrectly. [In addition,
no data or analysis were provided by the comrenter to support
the claimof excess organic HAP em ssions of 1.34 mllion
pounds. Therefore, the EPA is not revising the proposed THC
standards for existing blast furnaces.

2.3.3.3 Plastic Renoval to Control Organic HAP
Em ssi ons.

Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-02, IV-D-03, |IV-D 23, and
| V-D-24) recomended that the EPA require snelters to renove

pol yvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic fromthe feed material prior
to incineration to control organic HAP and di oxin/furan

em ssions. One commenter (I1V-D-02) acknow edged that this
woul d be an added cost to the snelters but that it was
necessary to protect public health. Another comrenter
(I'V-D-23) suggested that the EPA offer an incentive to the
first battery manufacturer or secondary |lead snelter to devise
a way to renove plastics fromthe feed materi al.

Response: The PVC plastic in battery cell separators is
the primary source of chlorinated hydrocarbons in the furnace
feed. PVC separators have already been replaced with non-PVC
technol ogy by battery manufacturers. Consequently, em ssions
of HO/CO 2 are expected to decrease in the future. No other
significant sources of chlorine have been identified in
typi cal secondary lead snelter feed materi al
2.3.4 Rationale For Total Chloride Em ssion Standards

Six comrenters (1V-D-01, IV-D-07, IV-D-14, |V-D 18,
| V-D-22, and |V-D-30) commented on the proposed em ssion

standard to control HC/C 2 em ssions from process sources.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) requested that the EPA
wi t hdraw t he proposed standards for HO/C 2 em ssions. The
comenter stated that PVC plastic separators in |ead-acid
batteries, the cause of these em ssions, are being phased out
and wi ||l disappear fromthe feed stock to secondary | ead
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snelters by the tine the standard woul d becone effective.
Therefore, requiring controls at this tinme would not be
cost-effective. The commenter also requested that a public
noti ce be published and a public comrent period be all owed
before the EPA pronul gates any requirenents for alternative
nmet hods for achieving the MACT standards.

Response: In the preanble for the proposed standards,
the EPA stated, "All snelting furnaces that process broken
batteries are potential sources of HO and C 2 em ssions.

Many used | ead-acid batteries contain polyvinyl chloride (PVC
pl astic separators between the battery grids, although the use
of PVC plastic as a separator material has been di sconti nued
by nost battery manufacturers"” (59 FR 29754).

| nformati on gat hered since proposal indicate that the
nunber of |ead-acid batteries in the scrap inventory that
contain PVC plastic separators has declined from approxi mately
1 percent of the total available scrap in 1990 to | ess than
0.1 percent in 1994 (see docket itemIV-D-34). This trend is
expected to continue because PVC separators are no | onger
manufactured in the United States. No other sources of
chl ori des have been identified in the feed stocks to the
snmelting furnaces. Consequently, the EPA al so expects
em ssions of HO and G2 to follow a sim|ar decline.

The EPA estimates that by the 1997 conpliance date, the
anmount of PVC in the battery scrap inventory will be reduced
to a point such that HO/C 2 em ssions will be no nore than
10 percent of the em ssions nmeasured in the EPA's 1992 testing
program Furthernore, HCO/C 2 em ssions are expected to
continue to decline after this date as the amount of PVC in
the scrap inventory continues to decline. In light of this
new i nformation, the EPA has determ ned that establishing
HC / Cl 2 em ssion standards and nonitoring requirenents woul d
not be cost effective and would achieve little, if any,
envi ronnmental benefits. In essence, the elimnation of PVC
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pl astic separators has resulted in maxi num avail abl e reducti on
of HO /O 2 em ssions. Therefore, the EPA has w thdrawn the
HC / C 2 em ssion standards and associ ated nonitoring
requi renents and they are not included in the final rule.

The EPA published a notice in the Federal Register

announcing the availability of this new information and
requesting public comment. This notice also indicated that
t he EPA was considering withdrawing the HCO/C 2 em ssion
standards and nonitoring requirenents. A summary of the
public comments received and the EPA' s response to those
comments are presented in appendix A of this BID

2.3.4.1 Selection of MACT. Six commenters (I1V-D-01
IV-D-07, IV-D-14, IV-D- 18, IV-D-22, and |IV-D-30) commented on
t he selection of MACT to control HC /O 2 em ssions.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-18) stated that the use of

fluxing agents for the control of HO/C 2 is satisfactory if
periodi c sanpling of the exhaust streamverifies the
effectiveness of the control nethod and the total life-cycle
environnental risk of the process was not increased.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-22) commented that the EPA should
re-exam ne the proposed MACT for HC/C 2 control for new
sources. The commenter noted that 99.9-percent control of
acid gases from hazardous waste incinerators is routinely
achieved and that this performance | evel should be considered
in the devel opnent of MACT em ssion standards for new sources
on the basis that this constitutes control of a simlar
sour ce.

Response: For the reasons discussed in section 2. 3.4,

t he EPA has withdrawn the HC /O 2 em ssion standards and
nmonitoring requirenents. Neverthel ess, at proposal the EPA
eval uated the non-air environnmental inpacts associated with
fluxing and found themto be negligible; therefore, the total
life-cycle environnmental risk of the fluxing process probably
woul d not be increased.
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During the EPA testing program both fluxing and wet
scrubbers achi eved em ssion | evels representing greater than
99 percent control of HO/d 2. However, the EPA test nethod
used to neasure HC and C 2 em ssions has sone uncertainty at
| ow em ssion levels, i.e., below 30 ng/dscm for total
chlorides. Gven the uncertainty in the test nethods
avai | abl e for measuring HC/C 2 em ssions, there is probably
no significant difference in performance indicated by the
99. 9-percent control observed at the hazardous waste
incinerator and the greater than 99-percent control observed
at secondary | ead snelters.

Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D 14, and
| V- D-30) questioned whether the EPA had sufficient data to
concl ude that control of HO/C 2 em ssions fromreverberatory
furnaces through fluxing is feasible. One commenter (I1V-D 01)
comented that the EPA did not have enough data to concl ude
that fluxing in reverberatory furnaces could be based on the
use of fluxing in rotary furnaces. The sanme comenter al so
noted that the question of whether fluxing can consistently
remove HO fromthe exhaust stream at the proposed levels is
unr esol ved.

Four comrenters (1V-D-01, IV-D-07, IV-D-14, and
| V-D-30) stated that inproper fluxing can interfere with
efficient furnace operation and | ead production. One
comenter (IV-D-01) added that the addition of too nuch fl ux,
especially linestone, can reduce the efficiency of the furnace
over time and that the addition of soda ash is al so
probl emati c because of the risk of an expl osive reaction.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-07) added that the metal |l urgica
consequences of fluxing nmakes this infeasible for the control
of HA/d 5.

One commenter (1V-D-01) stated that it is the experience
of secondary lead snelters that the anmount of chlorides
available to be emtted is variable anong snelters and over
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time. The sanme commenter al so contended that the EPA did not
account for differences in furnace configuration, feed
materials, fluxing materials, and material handling.

According to the commenter, the EPA also did not account for
the fact that fluxing agents are inherent in sone feed stocks.
The commenter requested that the EPA consider these variables
before proposing HC/C 2 em ssion standards.

Response: The EPA neasured HCO/Cl 2 em ssions from al
furnace types in use today and these data indicated that the
addition of fluxing agents to the feed material could be an
effective control of HCO/C 2 emssions. These tests included
a test at a reverberatory furnace. During this test, fluxing
agents were added to the furnace charge materials in the form
of powdered soda ash in varying anounts. As the anmount of
fluxing increased, HCl/C 2 em ssions were found to decrease.
These data were used to establish that fluxing is an effective
HC /d 2 control for reverberatory furnaces. The data
avai |l abl e indicated that the proposed em ssion |evels could be
achi eved through fluxing. If fluxing agents are inherent in
sone feedstocks, then not as much additional fluxing materials
wll need to be added to achi eve conpliance with the proposed
st andar ds.

Al'l of the data obtained by the EPA indicating that
fluxing can control HO/C 2 em ssions were obtained during
periods of normal furnace operation and, therefore, represent
denonstrated control technology. No other data were provided
to indicate how normal levels of fluxing can interfere with
furnace operation or efficiency. In addition, no information
or data were provided to explain how an expl osive reaction may
occur fromthe addition of soda ash to a furnace; soda ash is
a commonly used fl uxing agent.

However, other data obtained by the EPA since proposal
indicate that the nmethod by which the fluxing agents are added
to the feed material may be an inportant factor in determning
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the success of fluxing. The operators of a blast furnace
snmel ter neasured HCl em ssions during normal furnace operation
and at elevated levels of fluxing and observed no significant
HCl em ssions control (see docket itemIV-D-33). At this
snelter, flux was added to the blast furnace in the form of

| imestone gravel. At the blast furnace tested by the EPA,
powdered fl uxing agents were m xed with flue dust before
charging the flue dust back to the furnace. The flue dust
contains chlorides that are recycled to the furnace before
being emtted as HO. The EPA believes that the close

physi cal associ ati on between the chlorides in the flue dust
and the fluxing agents at the snelter tested by the EPA
resulted in greater HO control conpared to the other bl ast
furnace snelter. The EPA is not aware of any other bl ast
furnace snelters that conbine flue dust and fluxing agents in
the sane manner as at the snelter tested by the EPA

The HCl/C o data obtai ned since proposal indicate that
bl ast-furnace snelters would need to either install a new flue
dust and flux handling systemor install a wet acid gas
scrubber in order to nmeet the proposed HC/C 2 em ssion
standards. The cost and econom c inpacts of either option
woul d be significantly greater than those estimted at
proposal. The estimated annual cost of a wet scrubber is
about $850,000 for a single snelter and seven bl ast furnace
snelters would be affected. The cost inpact of a new flue
dust and flux handling system would be I ess but would still be
significant.

In any case, as discussed in section 2.3.4, the EPA is
not pronulgating the HO/C 2 em ssion standards and nonitoring
requirenents.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) pointed out that
desul furi zati on and dechlorination of the feed material is not
a feasible HO/C 2 control option for blast furnaces because
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finely divided materials (necessary for desul furization and
dechl orination) cannot be fed into blast furnaces.

Response: Data collected by the EPA indicated that
certain fluxing practices could potentially control HQ/d 2
em ssions from bl ast furnaces and dechlorinati on would not be
necessary. However, as discussed in section 2.3.4, the EPA is
not pronul gating the proposed HC /C 2 em ssion standards and
nmoni toring requirenents.

2.3.4.2 Selection of Emssion Limts.

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-02, IV-D-05, and
| V- D-20) supported the proposed HO/C o2 emssion limt of

15 ng/dscm One comenter (IV-D-05) noted that controls are
wi dely avail able that can reduce HO/C 2 em ssions to |evels
below the limts specified in the proposed standards. Anot her
comenter (IV-D-20) noted that a test at the scrubber outl et
of a snelter located in California's South Coast Air Quality
Managenment District (SCAQW) showed that HC em ssions were
bel ow det ect abl e | evel s.

Response: No data were provided to support the claim
that controls are widely available to reduce HO/C 2 em ssions
fromsecondary lead snelters to levels belowthe limts
specified in the standards. As discussed in section 2.3.4,

t he EPA has wi thdrawn the proposed HC /Cl 2 em ssion standards
because of the decrease in HO/C 2 em ssions arising fromthe
decrease of PVC in the battery scrap inventory. Consequently,
requiring HO/C 2 em ssions controls would achieve little, if
any, environnental benefit. Furthernore, the test nethods
avai |l abl e to neasure HO and C 2 em ssions have sone
uncertainty, specifically a negative bias, at em ssion |levels
bel ow 30 ng/dscm for total chlorides; therefore, the em ssions
fromthe snelter in the SCAQVD may not have been as | ow as

i ndicated by the test results.
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) contended that the
proposed em ssion limt of 15 ng/dscmis too stringent and is
based on imted testing at only two facilities. The
commenter added that sufficient data are not available to
denonstrate that the limt can be net on a continuous basis by
all furnace types using the MACT controls on which the EPA
based its cost and econom c inpact estimates. For these
reasons, the commenter proposed that the HCO /O 2 em ssion
limt be increased to 50 ng/dscm No data were submtted to
support the commenter's proposed HO/C o2 emssion limt of
50 ng/ dscm

Response: The EPA neasured HCO/C 2 em ssions at four
secondary | ead snelters and these tests represented al
furnace types. Three test runs lasting a m ni mum of one hour
per run were conducted at each source. The data collected by
the EPA indicated that fluxing practices could potentially
control HCO/CO 2 em ssions and that control could be achieved
continuously. However, as discussed above in this section,
data obtai ned by the EPA since proposal indicate that fluxing
may not adequately control HCO/C 2 in all cases, depending on
how the flux is added to the furnace. Regardless, as
di scussed in section 2.3.4, the EPA plans to withdraw the
proposed HC /Cl 2 em ssion standards.

2.3.4.3 Cost |npacts.

Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-01, IV-D-07, IV-D 14, and
| V-D-30) stated that the EPA underestimated the cost inpacts
of the proposed HC/C 2 em ssion standards because nore

facilities than predicted by the EPA would need to instal
scrubbers. They comrented that the EPA s cost inpact
estimates are based on fluxing, but the ability of facilities
to use fluxing rather than scrubbers to control HO/d 2
em ssions has been overestimated by the EPA

The sane commenters noted that the EPA's data indicate
that the cost of scrubbers would be prohibitive, with capital
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costs of $1.7 mllion and annual costs of $850,000 at a
typical snelter operating a reverberatory furnace. The
comenters al so pointed out that the scrubbers would only be
useful for a few years because HC/C 2 em ssions woul d decline
anyway fromthe phase-out of PVC separators in |ead-acid
batteries.

Response: As discussed in 2.3.4.2, data initially
collected by the EPA indicated that certain fluxing practices
could potentially control HC /O 2 em ssions on all furnace
types. Subsequent data has indicated that such control may
not be effective in all cases depending on howthe flux is
added to the furnace. The EPA agrees that scrubbers would be
a nore costly control option than fluxing if they were
necessary. However, for the reasons described in
section 2.3.4, the EPA is not pronulgating the HO/Cd o
em ssi on standards.

2.3.4.4 Oher lnpacts.

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-07 and |V-D-14) cl ai ned

that the EPA underestimated the water quality inpacts of the
proposed standards. They both argued that nore snelters than
estimated by the EPA would install scrubbers that woul d
gener at e wast ewat er streans.

The second commenter (1V-D-14) also noted that both
scrubbers and fl uxi ng woul d have ot her significant adverse
environnmental inpacts that would of fset the benefits of
controlling HO /O 2 em ssions. According to the comenter
both options would result in |arge anounts of solid waste,
ei ther scrubber sludge or slag, that could only be landfill ed.
Large amounts of energy would al so be needed to operate the
scrubber, treat the bl owdown, and haul the solid waste to a
landfill. Fluxing would increase the energy needed to operate
t he furnace because furnaces would be less efficient. The
commenter noted that the EPA is required to consider non-air
quality health and environnental inpacts under section 112 of
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the Act and cross-nedia i npacts under the Pollution Prevention
Act of 1990 and the EPA's own Pol |l ution Prevention Strategy.

Response: The EPA agrees that nore snelters than
estimated at proposal would need to install scrubbers in order
to neet the proposed HC/Cl 2 emssion limts. Data obtained
since proposal indicate that fluxing as an HC/CO 2 control may
not be as effective as estimated at proposal. Therefore, the
wat er consunption, wastewater treatnent, and scrubber sl udge
di sposal inpacts would be greater than estinmated at proposal.
However, as described in section 2.3.4, the EPA is not
promul gating the HCO /O 2 em ssion standards and these inpacts
woul d not occur under the final rule.
2.4 STANDARDS FOR PROCESS FUQ TI VE SOURCES

Six coomenters (I1V-D-01, IV-D-02, I1V-D-03, 1V-D 07,
| V-D-20, and |1V-D-30) commented on the proposed em ssion
standards for process fugitive sources. Two comenters
(I'V-D-02 and 1 V-D-20) supported the EPA's proposed standards
for process fugitive sources without further el aboration. One
comenter (IV-D03) supported the EPA s determ nation of MACT
for process fugitive sources to control netal HAP and organic
HAP em ssions. The remai ning conments on the proposed process
fugitive em ssion standards are sunmmarized in the follow ng
sections.
2.4.1 |ldentification & MACT Floor for Process Fugitive
Sour ces

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) disagreed with the
approach the EPA used to develop the MACT floor for control of
process fugitive em ssions, in particular the EPA s reliance
on the Cooperative Assessnent Program Manual for the Secondary

Lead I ndustry (CAP Manual). According to the conmenter, the
EPA has not denonstrated that the CAP Manual specifications
establish the MACT floor. The commenter noted that the CAP
Manual was devel oped in 1983 to ensure workpl ace safety and

was never officially issued by the Cccupational Safety and
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Health Adm nistration (OSHA). The commenter al so asserted
that the EPA has not denonstrated that the CAP Manua
specifications are still state of the art and whether there is
a correl ation between workpl ace em ssions and anbi ent

em ssions. The commenter also asserted that it is

i nappropriate to devel op standards for anbient air em ssions
based on control nethods that were devel oped for the
wor kpl ace.

The same commenter (IV-D-14) also argued that the EPA has
not denonstrated that the proposed specifications reflect the
performance at the five best-controlled secondary | ead
snelters. The comrenter noted that the EPA neasured face
velocities at only one snelter and assuned that all other
snel ters were conparabl e.

Response: The basis for the process fugitive sources
MACT floor is not the CAP Manual. The CAP Manual was intended
only as a reference docunent for descriptions of commonly
applied practices; other references, such as the |ndustrial
Ventilation Manual, recomrend simlar practices. The EPA

measured face velocity at several sources at one snelter as an
i ndi cator of process fugitive hood control performance (see
docket itemIV-A-2). The face velocities were 300 feet per
mnute (fpn) at the slag tap hood, 330 fpmat the refining
kettle hood, and 1,000 fpmat the drying kiln transition piece
hood. Because the face velocity at the slag tap of 300 fpm
was | ess than the proposed velocity of 350 fpm the final rule
Wil require a face velocity of 300 fpmfor slag and | ead tap
hoods, furnace chargi ng hoods, and aggl onerating furnace
hoods. However, the required face velocity for the drying
kiln transition piece hood will remain at 350 fpm because this
face velocity has been denonstrated to be achi evable. The
face velocity recomended for these types of sources by the

| ndustrial Ventilation Manual is 200 to 500 fpm
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It was not necessary to conduct measurenments at nore than
one snelter because all snelters have simlar hood
configurations and baghouse capacity dedicated to controlling
process fugitive em ssions, after accounting for differences
in snelter size. Therefore, all snelters have the capacity to
achieve simlar face velocities to those at the snelter tested
by the EPA
2.4.2 Selection of the Lead Em ssion Limt for Process

Fuqgi tive Sources

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-30) argued that em ssion
standards for process fugitive sources woul d be redundant
because OSHA already requires lead-in-air and personnel
nmoni t ori ng.

Response: The lead-in-air and personnel nonitoring
required by OSHA are intended to m nimze worker exposure to
| ead em ssions. The proposed process fugitive em ssion
standards, on the other hand, are intended to mnimze netal
HAP em ssions to the anbient air. These are separate
obj ectives and separate exposure pathways. To illustrate,
OSHA regul ations contain no emssion |imt on captured process
fugitive em ssions that are vented to the atnosphere. By
contrast, the NESHAP inposes a |lead em ssion limt of
2.0 ng/dscm on process fugitive em ssions.

2.4.3 Selection of Equipnent Standards

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-07 and | V-D-14) requested
that the proposed hood requirenments for process fugitive
em ssion sources be waived for snelters that have all process
equi pnent | ocated in buildings that are ventilated to a
control device. Additional regulation of hood performance is
unnecessary in these situations, according to the commenters.

Response: The EPA agrees and those sources with al
process equi pnent in controlled buildings are not subject to
the hood requirenents in the final rule. However, as an
alternative, the EPA has established a doorway velocity
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requi renment (250 fpn) for buildings ventilated to a control
device and a lead emssion [imt (2.0 ng/dscm for the contro
device. These requirenents are necessary to ensure that the
bui Il ding represents control equivalent to a hood ventilated to
a baghouse. The doorway velocity required in the final rule
has been confirmed by neasurenents at a snelter with a
representative encl osure and ventil ation system (see docket
itemIV-A-2).

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) stated that hood face
velocity requirenments of 150 fpmfor refining kettle hoods and
250 fpmfor all other process fugitive source hoods are
adequate and effective in mnimzing fugitive em ssions.
Consequently, the comrenter requested that the EPA revise the
proposed hood velocity requirenents (250 fpmand 350 fpm
respectively) for these sources.

Three commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-07, and |V-D 14)
requested that the EPA withdraw the proposed volunetric flow
rate requirenent for refining kettles. Two of the commenters
(I'v-D-01 and 1V-D-07) pointed out that current hood designs
are able to effectively control em ssions at |ower volunetric
flow rates than specified in the proposed rule.

One commenter (1V-D-14) argued that both the volunetric
flowrate and the face velocity requirenments are not feasible
and woul d conprom se the refining process. According to the
commenter, these rates would pull heat away fromthe kettle
and cause solids to formon the surface of the nolten | ead;

t hese solids would conprom se the refining process and
contribute to fugitive dust em ssions. The commenter also
noted that the EPA has not denonstrated that the proposed
requi renents coul d be continuously maintai ned because
ventilation rate varies greatly as a result of opening and
cl osing the hood doors during the refining process.

Response: The hood velocity requirenments proposed by the
EPA provide greater control than those proposed by the
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commenters (IV-D-01 and 1V-D-07). The Industrial Ventilation
Manual al so states that these velocities are adequate and
achi evabl e.

The EPA agrees that face velocity is the only rel evant
factor in a total -enclosure-type hood. Therefore, the
volunetric flow rate requirenment for refining kettles have
been del et ed; however, the face velocity requirenent have not
changed. The specified face velocity has been denonstrated
with no adverse effects on the refining process.

The initial face velocity determ nation nust be nade with
all access doors open and will, therefore, neasure the m ni mum
face velocity that a snelter wll achieve; subsequent face
vel ocity should be greater since not all doors wll be open at
one tinme. Thereafter, the snelter should be in conpliance
under all operating conditions.

2.5 STANDARDS FOR FUAQ Tl VE DUST SOURCES

Six coomenters (I1V-D-02, IV-D-04, 1V-D 10, 1V-D 14,
| V-D- 15, and |1V-D-30) commented on the proposed em ssion
standards for fugitive dust sources.

2.5.1 Selection & MACT for Fugitive Dust Sources
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) was concerned with the

sel ection of total enclosure and ventilation to a baghouse as
an equi val ent MACT for controlling fugitive dust sources. The
commenter noted that enclosures for high-tenperature sources,
such as those found at snelters, require many nore air
exchanges than recomended by the Anmerican Society of Heating,
Refrigeration, and Air Conditioning Engineers to maintain
reasonabl e tenperatures in the workplace. This requires
| arger fans and control devices with higher capital and
operating costs. The commenter noted that the EPA needs to
account for this factor if the cost of this alternative is
esti mat ed.

Response: Total enclosures with reasonabl e workpl ace
t enper at ures have been denonstrated in all climates. The
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standard does not specify the use of total enclosures as the
only control option. Rather, the NESHAP provi des the total
encl osure option as an equi valent MACT alternative to a
partial -encl osure option. The cost estimates for this
standard are based on the |east-cost alternative (i.e.,
partial enclosure and good housekeepi ng).

Comment: The sane commenter (IV-D-15) agreed with the
EPA' s finding that the use of dust suppressants or sealers on
storage piles is often a viable fugitive dust control, but
poi nted out that the chem cals added nmust be conpatible with
the process chemstry. This factor may require the use of
nor e expensi ve dust suppressants.

Response: Facilities may conmply with the standard using
wat er; alternatively, they may use chem cal suppressants
conpatible wth their production processes. The suppressant
costs are based on water usage and include runoff collection
and treatnent. Increased costs fromusing nore expensive
chem cals woul d be of fset by savings from decreased water
usage and treatnment. However, the standard does not specify a
particul ar dust suppressant and facilities nay use water if
t hey prefer.

Comment:  Anot her commenter (IV-D-10) disagreed with the
EPA's determ nation that partial enclosures coupled with
pavenent cleaning are as effective as total enclosures
ventil ated to baghouses for the control of fugitive dust
em ssions. The commenter recomrended that, at a m ni num
total enclosures ventilated to a baghouse represent new source
MACT.

Response: No data have been provided to indicate that
total enclosures vented to baghouses are nore effective than
partial enclosures coupled with good housekeepi ng and pavenent
cl eaning. The EPA conducted a technical analysis of fugitive
dust control neasures at snelters (see docket itemll-B-28).
It concluded that partial enclosures with appropriate wetting
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and pavenent cleaning cost less and are as effective as total
enclosures in controlling fugitive dust em ssions when coupl ed
wi th nonitoring and recordkeeping to ensure that these
activities are perforned.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-02) supported the proposed
standards to control fugitive dust em ssions but requested
that the standard operating procedures (SOP) manual be nmade
avai l able for public review and comment, in addition to review
by the EPA

Anot her commenter (1V-D-10) al so supported the
requi renment for sources to develop an SOP manual to contro
fugitive dust. However, the commenter requested that the EPA
establish m ni num st andards of acceptability to guide States
when review ng these plans, such as frequency of pavenent
cleaning and wetting of storage piles and conpliance deadli nes
for paving fugitive dust areas.

Response: The SOP manual will be available for public
review and coment during the Title V permtting process that
each facility nust undergo. Each facility nust denonstrate
conpliance with all provisions of the rule, including the
requi renent to pave all traffic areas, wthin tw years of
publication of the final rule.

The proposed rule specifies the m nimum frequency of
pavenent cleaning (tw ce per day). The final rule specifies
that the storage piles (including the active face) be kept
sufficiently noist to prevent the formation of dust.

2.5.2 Selection & Fugitive Dust Control Standards

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) recommended that the

requi red frequency of pavenent cleaning should be equal to the
frequency of pavenent cleaning at the best-perform ng sources.
In addition, the commenter requested that all vacuum ng

equi pnent be fitted with HEPA filters to avoid re-emtting
metal HAP' s.
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Response: The m ni mum frequency of pavenent cl eaning
specified in the rule (twce per day for all areas) is equal
to that achieved at the best-perform ng sources, according to
the MACT definition in the Act. The rule allows pavenent
cl eani ng equi pnent to be chosen by the facility; em ssions
fromthat equi prment woul d be addressed during the SOP approval
and Title V operating permt application process, which
provides for public comment. The SOP woul d be approved only
after denonstrating that MACT fugitive em ssion control
measur es have been i ncl uded.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) requested that the EPA
exenpt fromthe proposed fugitive dust control requirenents
those areas that are subject to tertiary air controls under
t he Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) subpart DD
cont ai nment buil ding standards in order to prevent
i nconsi stent regul ation of these areas.

The sanme commenter al so requested that the EPA all ow
snelters with all fugitive dust sources enclosed in buildings
ventilated to baghouses foll owed by HEPA filters to
denonstrate conpliance with the proposed |lead emssion limts
t hrough alternative nmeans, such as certifying that the HEPA
filters are properly functioning. The comenter argued that
t he proposed requi renent for annual stack testing would have
no benefit at these facilities because em ssions are bel ow
det ect abl e | evel s.

Response: In the revised rule, the EPA has included an
alternative neans of conpliance for those areas that are
subject to tertiary air controls under RCRA subpart DD
cont ai nment buil di ng standards because these controls are
equi valent to the MACT | evel of control.

The EPA data indicate that sources controlled by HEPA
filters have neasurable | ead em ssions; however, |ead
em ssions bel ow detectable | evels would indicate conpliance
with the lead emission limt. The final standards do not
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require an annual |ead test. However, each baghouse nust be
fitted wth a continuous particulate nonitor. (See

section 2.7 of this BID for nore information on the final
metal HAP nonitoring requirenments.)

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-30) questioned the need to
establish em ssion standards for fugitive dust sources because
OSHA standards already require extensive personnel lead-in-air
wor kpl ace nmonitoring and anbi ent | ead concentrations are
regul ated and nonitored under the | ead NAAQS.

Response: The NAAQS nonitoring requirements are only
intended to ensure conpliance wth anbient air quality
standards. The Act specifies that NESHAP require MACT
regardl ess of specific anbient air levels. Conpliance with
OSHA standards woul d not denonstrate that MACT em ssion |evels
are bei ng achi eved because OSHA does not specify em ssion
standards for ventilation systens, nor guard agai nst em ssions
to anmbi ent environnment. Furthernore, the NESHAP al so controls
all nmetal HAP's but the NAAQS only regul ates | ead.

2.6 TEST METHODS AND SCHEDULE

Ni ne comenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-03, IV-D-06, |V-D07,
|V-D-14, IV-D- 15, IV-D-22, IV-D-29, and |IV-D-30) submtted
coments on the proposed test nmethods and schedule. Conments
requesting clarification or additional information for the
tests for all classes of pollutants are di scussed bel ow
Comrents applicable to the tests for each class of pollutants
are presented in the follow ng sections.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) requested that whenever
Met hod 3 is designated as an applicable test nethod, the EPA
change the term"gas analysis" to "gas analysis for the
determ nation of dry nolecular weight" to nore accurately
convey the intent of the requirenent.

One commenter (1V-D-06) recommended that the EPA present
the conversions required in 8 64.547(d) of the proposed rule
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for correction to 4 percent carbon dioxide in a mathenati cal
formrather than a text formin order to avoid confusion.

One comenter (1V-D22) requested that the EPA provide a
sinple procedure for adjusting test nethods currently used to
denonstrate conpliance with existing State or | ocal standards
inlieu of requiring EPA test nethods. The commenter stated
that this measure woul d save facilities the expenditures
required for additionally conducting the EPA test nethods.
The comenter also cited an existing State PMtest nethod
(California Air Resources Board Method 5) that could be
nodi fied to neasure | ead at a cost savings of $2,000 to
$3,500 per test. The sane commenter al so asked that the
proposed rule "include standard net hods of cal culation for
determ ning em ssion streamcontent (for exanple, tota
hydrogen chl oride, chlorine, or hydrocarbon)."

Response: The EPA agrees that the term "gas anal ysi s"
shoul d be changed to "gas analysis for the determ nation of
dry nol ecul ar weight" and has made this change in the final
rule. The EPA has al so added the conversions for the
correction to a constant carbon di oxi de concentration in a
mat hematical form as well as in a text form However,
nmet hods for determ ning em ssion streamcontents are already
included in the Code of Federal Regul ations under the
applicable test nethods (i.e., Method 25A for THC and
Method 26 for HO and C2). |In addition, as discussed in
section 2.3.4, the HO/d 2 em ssion standards have been
W t hdr awn.

The general testing requirenments contained in the General
Provisions allow for the use of an alternative test nethod
provi ded that the nethod is validated according to the
procedures in EPA Method 301. Section 63.7 of the General
Provi sions (40 CFR 63) specifies the procedures for obtaining
approval for the use of an alternative test nethod.
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2.6.1 Lead and Metal HAP' s

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) asked that the EPA
delete the references to Method 12 in 8 63.543(a), 63.544(d),
and 63.545(e) because it is already prescribed in the
applicable test nethod in 8 63.547(a). This comrenter al so
requested that the EPA correct reference to § 63.545(f)
to 8 63.545(e) in the first sentence of 8§ 63.547(a) because
8 63.545(e) is the paragraph that contains the statenent of

t he em ssi ons standard.

Response: The EPA agrees and has made the requested
changes where they are still applicable in the revised rule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) stated that Method 12
may not be accurate or may require very long sanpling tinmes at
the proposed lead emssion limt of 2.0 ng/dscm The
commenter, however, did not make any specific recomendati ons
for changi ng the standards.

Response: The EPA test data and conpliance data indicate
that reference Method 12 accurately neasures | ead em ssions
bel ow 2.0 ng/dscm using the sanpling tinmes prescribed in the
nmet hod.

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-01, |V-D-03, |V-D 14,
| V-D-29, and |V-D-30) submtted comments on the need for an
annual | ead conpliance test.

One commenter (1V-D-03) supported the proposed
requi renent for annual conpliance tests of |ead em ssions for
process fugitive and fugitive dust sources. Another conmmenter
(I'vV-D-30) requested that the EPA waive the proposed annua
conpliance test requirenent for |ead; the testing costs could
not be justified because the | ead NAAQS requires the facility
to continuously nonitor anbient |ead concentrations.

Two commenters (1V-D-01 and | V-D-29) requested that the
EPA wai ve the annual conpliance test requirenent under certain
ci rcunstances. One commenter (1V-D-29) recommended that the
EPA wai ve the annual conpliance test requirenent for sources
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t hat denonstrate both (1) control device effectiveness by
conplying with the proposed COM requirenents; and (2) no
significant changes in |lead air concentrations fromthe data
coll ected and reported under NAAQS. The other commenter
(I'V-D-01) proposed that sources could conduct the conpliance
test every 2 years if previous tests denonstrated conpliance
at a level less than half of the | ead standard.

Response: The NAAQS nonitoring requirenments are intended
to ensure conpliance with anbient air quality standards; NAAQS
nmoni t ori ng cannot denonstrate conpliance with numerical MACT
emssion limts.

The proposed rule would have required an annual |ead
conpliance test for process fugitive sources, but not for
process sources. For process sources, the proposed rule would
have required the use of a COMto nonitor conpliance with a
site-specific opacity limt. However, based on comrents
recei ved on the proposed nonitoring requirenents and descri bed
in section 2.7, the final rule requires bag | eak detection
systens for all baghouses controlling process, process
fugitive, and fugitive dust sources. Continuous opacity
noni tors have been renoved as a nonitoring option in the final
rul e because they only provide a limted neasure of process
sour ce baghouse perfornmance and do not have the sensitivity to
i ndicate the performance of process fugitive or fugitive dust
baghouses. In contrast, the nore sensitive bag | eak detection
systens provide a continuous neasure of baghouse perfornance
for both process and process fugitive sources. The final rule
al so requires owners and operators to take specific corrective
actions if the bag | eak detection systemindi cates any
degradation i n baghouse performance. The EPA has w t hdrawn
the annual |ead test requirenent because the final nonitoring
requirenents are sufficient to detect and correct any
degradation in baghouse performance. Therefore, the benefits
of annual |ead conpliance tests would be very limted.
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Lead em ssions below 2.0 ng/dscm the | ead standard, tend
to be variable. |If the EPA tests and conpliance data from
secondary | ead snelters had indicated that em ssions
significantly below this | evel could be achieved on a
consi stent basis, then a | ower em ssion standard woul d have
been established, rather than allowi ng snelters to skip
conpliance tests.

2.6.2 THC and Organic HAP' s

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-06) requested that the EPA
designate Method 1 in 8 63.547(c)(1) of the rule as an
applicable nethod for selection of the sanple | ocation when no

traverse sanple points are needed (i.e., when only a single
sanpl e point is needed) when determ ning conpliance with the
THC emi ssion limts in 8§ 63.543(c), (d), and (e).

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter and has nmade
t he requested change in the revised rule.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) asked the EPA to
i nclude a procedure or equation in 8 63.547(c)(5) of the rule
to convert the concentration of total hydrocarbon expressed as
propane to units of kilograns per hour using the gas flow rate
determned in 8§ 63.547(c)(2).

Response: The EPA reference test nmethods provide all the
information that sonmeone famliar with the nethods woul d need
to calculate the THC em ssion rate in kil ograns per hour.
Consequently, the EPA did not include the conversion procedure
inthe rule, as it provides no additional benefit.

2.6.3 Total Chlorides
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) recommended that the

equation for calculating total HO/C 2 em ssions in

8 63.547(b)(5) of the proposed rule be nunbered and include a

conversion factor for English units as well as netric units.
Response: The EPA agrees that nunbering the equations

would clarify the rule and this will be done for the equations

in the final rule. The EPA al so agrees that providing
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equi val ent english units would facilitate cal culating total
HCQ /C 2 em ssions. However, as discussed in section 2.3.4,
the EPA is not promulgating the HC/C 2 em ssion standards.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D07) asked that
the EPA allow for testing by Method 26 instead of Method 26A
for configurations that do not have a wet scrubber. They
stated that Method 26A, which costs nore than Method 26, is
not needed for these configurations because of the absence of
wet scrubber m st em ssions.

Response: The EPA agrees that Method 26 is an
appropriate test nethod in the absence of wet scrubber m st
em ssions. However, as discussed in section 2.3.4, the EPAis
not pronulgating the HO/C 2 em ssion standards and an HC
test nethod (i.e., Method 26) is, therefore, not required.
2.6.4 Face Velocity

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-01 and | V-D-07) requested

that the EPA allow the use of veloneters at hood face openings
as an alternate nethod for determ ning face velocities. They
stated that accessing the ductwork for hoods for velocity
testing using the proposed nethod (Method 2) may be difficult
at sone facilities. One commenter (IV-D-07) stated that
kettle ventilation systens are often installed in close
quarters with many bends and transitions in the duct that
preclude locating a test port that neets the spacing
requi renents of Method 2. One commenter (1V-D-01) added that
the proposed nethod is nore expensive than veloneters. No
informati on was given by either comenter on the relative
accuracy of veloneters conpared to the proposed nethod.
Response: The EPA agrees to allow the use of vel oneters
as an alternate nethod for determ ning face velocities and has
i ncorporated these changes in the final rule. The
specifications for anenoneters (veloneters) were adapted from
EPA Reference Method 14 (40 CFR 60, appendix A). The general
testing requirenments contained in 8 63.7 of the Ceneral
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Provi sions al so specify procedures for applying for the use of
an alternative test nethod.
2.7 MONI TORI NG REQUI REMENTS

Many comrents were received on the proposed nonitoring
requi renents. Several comenters supported a policy that
continuous em ssion nmonitors (CEMs) be required whenever
possi bl e; these comments are discussed in nore detail in the
foll ow ng paragraphs. Oher comments related specifically to
t he proposed nonitoring requirenments for netal HAP's, organic
HAP's, and HC /C 2; these coments are discussed in
subsections for each pollutant class.

Comment: Four comenters (I1V-D-02, I1V-D-03, I1V-D-05, and
| V- D-23) supported the use of CEMs in general and requested
that they be required for nonitoring all em ssion sources at
secondary | ead snelters. One comenter (lIV-D-03) stated that
CEM s are needed on stationary sources because they are nore
likely to detect air quality violations than do on-site
i nspections. This comenter and two others (IV-D-02 and
| V-D-23) clained that snelters' self-reported em ssions are
not credi bl e and, consequently, CEM s should be required.

Anot her commenter (I1V-D-05) stated that CEMs are w dely
avai |l abl e for denonstrating conpliance with the proposed
standards; however, no further information was provided.

Response: The EPA s sel ection of the enhanced nonitoring
requi renents was determ ned by exam ning a hierarchy of
nmoni toring options avail able for specific processes,
pol lutants, and control equipnent. The options ranged from
continuously nonitoring the em ssions of a specific pollutant
or pollutant class (the nost accurate nonitoring alternative)
to the continuous nonitoring of a related process or control
devi ce paraneter. Each option was evaluated relative to its
technical feasibility, cost, ease of inplenentation, and
rel evance to the associ ated process enmssion limt or control
device for this industry. The EPA then sel ected the nost
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appropriate nonitoring option that was available, technically
feasi ble, and cost-effective for a specific application.
Al t hough the EPA agrees that CEM s provide effective
nmonitoring alternatives when they neet these three criteria,
CEM s are not avail able at a reasonabl e cost for the poll utant
cl asses regulated by this NESHAP for this industry.
Therefore, the proposed rule did not require CEMs as the only
nmoni toring option and included alternative nonitoring
requi renents. The EPA proposed several nonitoring options for
organic HAP's and HO/d 2, including CEM s.

In order to ensure accurate self-reported em ssions, the
Act provides for civil and crimnal penalties for falsifying
records (42 USC 7413). Enforcenent of the Act is also
strengt hened by provisions for nonconpliance penalties
(40 CFR part 66) and citizen suits (40 CFR part 54). These
penal ties, conmbined with stringent recordkeeping and reporting
requirenents, will deter operators fromfalsifying nonitoring
reports.
2.7.1 Metal HAP Mnitoring Options

At proposal, the EPA had concluded there are no CEMs for

metal HAP's or for |ead, the proposed netal HAP surrogate.
Therefore, the EPA proposed that each snelter operate and
maintain a COMin each stack or duct that receives controlled
snmel ting furnace process emssions. During the initial |ead
conpliance test, the COM would be used to nonitor and record
the opacity of the snelting furnace exhaust reduced to

6-m nute averages. Thereafter, the owner or operator would be
required to maintain a 6-m nute average opacity not nore than
2 percent opacity above the maxi num 6-m nute average opacity
recorded during the initial |ead conpliance test. A 2 percent
opacity difference was added to allow for normal instrunent
drift. Exceeding this site-specific opacity limt would
constitute a violation of the 2.0 ng/dscm em ssion standard
for | ead conpounds.
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Many comrents were received on the proposed netal HAP
monitoring requirenents. These are discussed in detail in the
fol | ow ng paragraphs.

Comment: Twenty commenters (IV-D-01, IV-D-02, |V-D03
IV-D-04, IV-D-07, IV-D-08, IV-D-10, IV-D- 12, |IV-D 14, |1V-D 15,
|v-D-16, IV-D-17, IV-D-18, I1V-D-19, I1V-D-20, IV-D21, IV-D 22,
| V-D- 26, 1V-D-29, and |V-D-31) provided coments on the use of
an opacity standard to nonitor netal HAP em ssions from
process sources.

Four comenters (I1V-D-02, I1V-D-03, IV-D-10, and |V-D 18)
supported the proposed opacity requirenents to nonitor process
em ssions. One commenter (I1V-D-02) stated that COMs are
essential for ensuring snelters' conpliance with the proposed
| ead standard. A second commenter (IV-D-10) stated that snal
sources may have i nadequate procedures for baghouse
mai nt enance and that the use of COMs will enable i mediate
detecti on of baghouse problens. One commenter (1V-D-03)
supported the proposed COMrequirenent if the opacity limts
are kept below 5 to 10 percent. This commenter stated that
COM s provide greater assurance of conpliance with the netal
HAP standard t han do baghouse i nspection and mai nt enance
progranms. One comenter (IV-D-18) supported the use of COM s
as long as the EPA denonstrates that the selected opacity
level will ensure that HAP em ssions are below the | evel of
toxi cological risk concern to the | ocal popul ace and
envi ronnent .

One commenter (1V-D-04) supported the proposed
requi renent for COMs for process sources; however, instead of
the site-specific opacity conpliance determ nation specified
in the proposed rule, the comenter requested an upper opacity
conpliance limt of 5 percent based on a 6-m nute average.

The commenter argued that this standard woul d be nore
equi tabl e because nost snelters can currently neet a
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3-percent, 6-mnute average |limt coupled with an additi onal
2 percent allowance for drift.

Twel ve comenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-07, 1V-D-08, 1V-D12,
IV-D-14, IV-D-15, IV-D-16, I1V-D-19, I1V-D-21, IV-D22, |V-D 26,
and 1V-D-31) stated that COM s cannot be used to denonstrate
or nonitor conpliance with a nunerical netal HAP em ssion
[imt. N ne commenters (IV-D-07, IV-D-08, IV-D 12, |V-D 14,
IV-D-16, IV-D-21, IV-D-22, IV-D-26, and |1V-D-31) objected to
t he proposed opacity nonitoring requirenents for process
baghouses because the EPA failed to denonstrate that |ead, PM
and opacity are correlated. Another comenter (IV-D 22)
stated that if the EPA cannot show this relationship, a COM
wi Il not denonstrate conpliance with the | ead standard,;
therefore, the commenter requested that the standard be
witten in ternms of particulate em ssions rather than | ead.
One comenter (I1V-D-14) stated that the relationship of PMto
opacity is inprecise because particul ate size and shape, which
affect the opacity reading, vary wwth furnace feed materi al
and operating conditions. All nine comenters stated that
COM's would be particularly insensitive to | ow PM
concentration | evels, such as those associated with the
proposed | ead standard.

Thirteen commenters (IV-D-01, IV-D-07, IV-D-08, |1V-D 12,
IV-D-14, IV-D-16, IV-D-17, 1V-D-19, I1V-D-20, IV-D21, |IV-D 26,
| V-D-29, and |V-D-31) recommended that the nmetal HAP
monitoring requirenents allow for alternatives to COMs to
noni t or baghouse performance, including bag | eak detection
systens (such as tribo-electric devices and |ight
backscattering devices), pressure drop nonitors, and
systemati ¢ baghouse inspection and mai ntenance prograns. The
comenters stated that other nonitoring systens, such as bag
| eak detection devices, are nore accurate and reliable than
COM s, can be used to indicate which baghouse cell is |eaking,
and are easier than COMs to keep properly calibrated. These
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comenters also indicated that other systens are | ess costly
than COM's, both in capital costs and operating costs.

One commenter (1V-D-26) reported that a baghouse | eak
detection system would have an initial cost of $7,000 to
$14, 000 and negli gi bl e mai ntenance costs. At proposal, the
estimated initial cost of a COMwas $37,000 and annual
operating costs, including operation, maintenance, and
recor dkeepi ng and reporting, were $16, 500.

One commenter (1V-D-16) stated that section 114 of the
Act does not require the EPA to establish a nunerical em ssion
[imt that nust be nonitored on a continuous basis. The
comment er added that section 112 of the Act allows for the use
of work practice (non-nunerical) standards. Therefore,
according to the commenter, there is no need for the EPA to
establish a nunerical opacity limt that can be used as a
surrogate to denonstrate continuous conpliance with the | ead
em ssion standard. Furthernore, the requirenents of the Act
can be met by establishing work practice standards for process
baghouses simlar to those proposed for process fugitive
baghouses, according to the commenter.

Response: At proposal, the EPA had concluded that COM s
al one woul d be sufficient to nonitor conpliance with the |ead
em ssion standard. Based on further analysis and information
received frompublic coments, the EPA now agrees that COM s
cannot be used to nonitor conpliance with a | ead em ssion
standard for this industry and that opacity can only be used
as a gross indicator of baghouse performance. The EPA al so
agrees that better bag | eak detection systens are avail able
and effective for nonitoring baghouse performance. The EPA
recogni zes that these bag | eak detection systens have | ower
capital and operating costs than COMs. The EPA al so
recogni zes that work practice standards based on baghouse
i nspection and mai nt enance prograns are al so applicable to
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process baghouses and are consistent with the requirenmnents of
t he Act.

Bag | eak detection systens, such as tribo-electric and
I i ght back scattering devices, can be used to nonitor baghouse
performance by indicating bag | eaks or tears. Because bag
| eak detection systens are nore sensitive than COMs, they can
detect the onset of bag degradation prior to gross baghouse
failures (e.g., torn bags) and can identify the specific
baghouse cells in which a problem exists. Baghouse inspection
and nmai nt enance prograns can further inprove baghouse
performance by ensuring proper baghouse operation. These
prograns include nonitoring of pressure drop across cells as
wel | as inspecting bags and ot her baghouse conponents for
early identification of any required nmai ntenance. For these
reasons, the EPA has revised the nmetal HAP nonitoring
requi renents for process baghouses.

The final netal HAP nonitoring requirenents are use of a
bag | eak detection system coupled with a conprehensive
baghouse i nspection and mai nt enance work-practice standard to
ensure that the baghouse is operating properly to control
metal HAP em ssions. Because COMs provide a | ess accurate
nmeasur e of baghouse performance than bag | eak detection
systens, they have been renoved fromthe nonitoring
provi sions. There should be no significant added burden from
the i nspection and mai nt enance requi renents because nearly al
secondary | ead snelters al ready performregul ar baghouse
i nspections; there wll be m nor added burden for
recordkeepi ng and reporting to ensure that inspection and
mai nt enance i s being perforned.

The EPA agrees that the ratios of nmetal HAP's to | ead and
lead to PM are variable; however, EPA data indicate that netal
HAP, | ead, and PM em ssions are positively correl ated
(i.e., increases in emssions of one are associated with
increases in emssions of the others). 1In addition, lead is a
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surrogate for netal HAP' s because netal HAP em ssions are nore
closely correlated with | ead em ssions than with PM em ssi ons.
Therefore, the nmetal HAP em ssion standard for process sources
remains in terns of | ead em ssions.

The EPA agrees that opacity readi ngs and | ead
concentrations may not be closely correlated and that COM s
cannot be used to denonstrate or nonitor conpliance with a
numerical nmetal HAP emission |imt for this industry.

Al t hough the EPA still believes that opacity may be used as an
i ndi cat or of gross baghouse perfornmance, the EPA has

determ ned frominformation coll ected since proposal that bag
| eak detection systens may be used as a nore reliable

i ndi cat or of baghouse performance. Wen used in conjunction
wi th a baghouse inspection and mai ntenance program a |eak
detector can ensure that a baghouse is achieving a consistent

| evel of performance on a continuous basis.

The Agency is currently reviewi ng the state-of-the-art
for PM CEMs. It appears that other devices using the sanme
anal yti cal techniques as the bag | eak detectors, i.e.,
triboelectric and |ight scattering, can be calibrated to
measure PM em ssions continuously. The Agency is currently
studying the technical feasibility of these PM CEMs. This
study is not yet conplete, so the use of a PM CEM cannot be
mandated at this tinme. However, using these types of devices
as bag | eak detectors appear to be the next |ogical step for
the Agency to take in its possible novenent toward the use of
PM CEMs.

Comment: Six commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-07, 1V-D08,
|V-D-12, 1V-D-16, and |IV-D-19) stated that the objective of
t he proposed opacity nonitoring requirenent for process
sources was unclear. They requested that the EPA clarify
whether it was to (1) denonstrate conpliance with the neta
HAP standard or (2) ensure proper baghouse functioning.
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Response: At proposal, the EPA had concluded that COM s
coul d be used to denponstrate conpliance with a netal HAP
em ssion standard by establishing a site-specific opacity
[imt during the initial |ead conpliance test. However, based
on information collected from public coments and further
anal ysis since proposal, it is apparent that COMs cannot be
used in that capacity for this industry. The correlation
anong | ead concentration, PMconcentration, and opacity is not
strong enough to support using a COMto denonstrate conpliance
with the netal HAP em ssion standard. Therefore, as discussed
in the preceding response, the netal HAP nonitoring
requi renents have been revised to renove the COM requirenent.
The final rule requires a bag | eak detection system coupl ed
wi th a baghouse inspection and mai nt enance program as a neans
to ensure proper baghouse functioning followng an initial
| ead conpliance test.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-15) objected to the
2-percent allowance in the proposed opacity limt for COM
drift because it is less than the allowable drifts specified
in 40 CFR Part 60, Appendi x B, Performance Specification 1
and Part 60, Appendix F. Another commenter (IV-D-07) added
that a COM nay not neasure any opacity during the conpliance
test and that subsequent violations could be triggered by
instrunment drift.

Response: Performance specification 1 in 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x B allows a maxi num zero drift of 2 percent opacity
and maxi mum cal i bration drift of 2 percent opacity. These
drifts are not additive because they are for the | ower and
upper ends, respectively, of the COM out put ranges.
Perfornmance specification 1 also allows a maxi mum calibration
error of 3 percent opacity. However, this error is only
rel evant for determ ning conpliance with an absol ute opacity
limt (e.g., 5 percent opacity). It is not relevant for
nmonitoring a site-specific opacity limt, as in the proposed
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rule, that is determned and nonitored wth the sane
instrunment. Therefore, the calibration error is not additive
wth the zero drift or calibration drift and the 2 percent

al l omance for drift specified in the proposed rule is
sufficient.

Appendi x F does not address drift of COMs. The proposed
rule allowed for 2 percent opacity to account for drift so a
violation could not be triggered solely by drift. Regardless,
as di scussed above, the COM requi renent has been w t hdrawn.
The revised rule specifies that bag | eak detection systens be
cal i brated according to EPA guidance, if available, or
according to the manufacturers' witten guidelines.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) stated that using the
si ngl e highest 6-m nute average opacity to establish an
opacity limt would be too | enient because this value may be a
statistical outlier that is not indicative of conpliance with
the | ead standard. The comrenter requested that the rule
contain a statistically calculated 6-m nute average opacity
[imt that would better reflect |ead em ssion | evels neasured
during the |l ead conpliance test. The same commenter al so
requested that the EPA delete the phrase "6-m nute average"
fromthe proposed nonitoring requirements for process sources
because there is an inplication that only one 6-m nute average
needs to be obtained. The commenter stated that renoving the
phrase will require all collected opacity data to be
eval uat ed.

Response: As discussed above, the COM requirenent has
been wi thdrawn. The revised requirenent for a bag | eak
detection systemis not tied to conpliance with the |ead
emssion limt. However, the bag | eak detection system nust
include an alarmto indicate baghouse | eaks or tears. An
alarmby itself will not indicate or constitute a violation of
the standard. Failure to take corrective action to respond to
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an alarmor failure to follow the inspection and nai ntenance
procedures is a violation of the standard.

Comment: Six commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-07, 1V-D 14,
| V-D- 15, IV-D-16, and |V-D-30) declared that the proposed
nmoni toring requirenents would be nore stringent than the
actual em ssion standards and did not account for normnal
variability in baghouse opacity.

Four comenters (I1V-D-07, I1V-D-14, 1V-D-15, and |IV-D 16)
stated that the proposed opacity nonitoring requirenment may
force a source to conply with a nore stringent |ead standard
than the proposed 2.0 ng/dscm because the opacity neasured
during the initial |ead conpliance test woul d becone an
enforceable limt, even if the nmeasured | ead em ssions were
wel | below the proposed Iimt of 2.0 ng/dscm

One comenter (1V-D-16) al so stated that the proposed
nmoni toring requirenents woul d establish em ssion standards
nmore stringent than MACT because conpliance with the | ead
standard is based on a 3-hour averagi ng period, but conpliance
with the opacity standard is based on only a 6-m nute
averagi ng period. Shorter averaging periods effectively
create nore stringent standards.

Five comenters, (IVv-D-01, IV-D-07, IV-D-15, |1V-D 16 and
| V-D-30) al so objected to the proposed nonitoring requirenment
because it does not account for normal variability in baghouse
opacity, which could lead to violations of the standard. One
of the commenters (IV-D-30) added that the EPA test data do
not represent a |level that can be continuously achieved on a
|l ong-termbasis. Two commenters (IV-D-01 and | V-D-07)
suggested that fluctuations in furnace feed and ot her factors
may cause sooting epi sodes, which may not necessarily occur
during the initial conpliance test. Because sooting episodes
do not entail significant increases in netal HAP em ssions,
they could cause a violation of the opacity standard even
t hough the lead Iimt was not being exceeded.
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Response: As di scussed above, the COM requirenment has
been wi thdrawn. The revised requirenent for a bag | eak
detection systemall ows each source to set the system
paraneters (e.g., alarmlevel) to account for nornal
variations in em ssions. As discussed above, these systens
wll be used to nonitor baghouse performance and are not tied
to conpliance with the lead em ssion limt. Sooting episodes
shoul d not affect particulate matter readi ngs because the soot
will be controlled by the netal HAP control device (i.e., the
baghouse) .

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) objected to the use of
COM s on process sources because they do not represent
state-of-the-art nmonitoring. The comenter requested that
CEM s be required for nonitoring netal HAP em ssions to ensure
the accuracy of reported em ssions. However, two commenters
(I'V-D-01 and 1V-D-07) specifically stated that there are no
CEM s for netal HAP s.

Response: The EPA has no data to indicate that CEMs for
metal HAP's, other than for nmercury, are comrercially
available at this tine. For this rule, the EPA would be
interested in a netal CEMto denonstrate conti nuous conpliance
with the | ead standard. The EPA does not believe a nmercury
monitor is relevant to the | ead standard, so the use of a
mercury CEM was not pursued. The devel opnment of a netal CEM
whi ch can nmeasure lead is currently in the research to early
prot otype stages, so mandating the use of one now is not
possi bl e. Consequently, CEMs are not required in the
proposed or final rule. However, as discussed above, the COM
requi renent has been replaced with a requirenment for a bag
| eak detection system which provides a better neasure of
baghouse perfornmance than a COM

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-14 and | V-D-16) stated
that the performance of COMs may be adversely affected by
conditions in the furnace exhaust (e.g., noisture). One
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comenter (IV-D-30) stated that COM s have historically had
operating problens that could cause operating del ays and
erroneous violations of the proposed opacity standard.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-31) stated that COM s cannot respond
to the velocity changes that occur in baghouses. Finally, one
comenter (IV-D 14) added that because the proposed | ocation
for the COMis upstream of any scrubber, the COM woul d not
measure actual em ssions to the anmbient air.

Response: The EPA agrees that COM s may be adversely
affected by furnace exhaust; however, properly maintained
COM s have been denonstrated as an effective nonitoring
technol ogy for this industry and are in use at several
snelters. Baghouse velocity changes would not affect the
nmoni toring of baghouse functioning using a COM because opacity
is not tied to gas streamvelocity. However, as discussed
above, the revised rule requires bag | eak detection systens
instead of COMs. Bag |eak detection systens are used by at
| east four facilities in this industry.

Fal se indications of a baghouse failure (i.e., false
al arms) do not constitute a violation as long as the
appropriate corrective actions are taken, recorded, and
reported.

EPA test data indicate that scrubbers designed for acid
gas control do not provide any significant additional netal
HAP's control when they follow a baghouse. However, scrubbers
may emt PM which could affect the reading of COMs or bag
| eak detectors. Consequently, the required location for the
monitoring device is still between the baghouse and any
scr ubber.

Comment: One commenter ([IV-D-30]) objected to the
proposed opacity nonitoring requirenment for process sources on
the grounds that it is unnecessary because the NAAQS require
continuous |lead nonitoring. The comenter also stated that
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t he NAAQS | ead nonitoring requirenment makes the opacity
proposal excessive and a waste of noney.

Response: The NAAQS nonitoring requirenments are intended
to ensure conpliance with anbient air quality standards for
| ead. The NAAQS nonitoring cannot denonstrate that the MACT
| evel of control for nmetal HAP'S is being achieved on a
conti nuous basis.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D16) requested that the
opacity nonitoring proposal be w thdrawn because the EPA had
i nproperly evaluated the cost inpact of the requirenent. The
commenter stated that the EPA had overestimated the
cost-effectiveness of COMs by overestimating the |evel of
| ead reductions attributable to COMs. One commenter
(I'vV-D-22) stated that COM s woul d not be cost-effective for
smal | operations that do not recycle batteries.

Response: As stated above, the COMrequirenment has been
replaced with a requirenent for a bag | eak detection system
and an inspection and nai ntenance program Both COM s and bag
| eak detection systenms have been denonstrated and are in use
in this industry and the costs cannot, therefore, be
considered prohibitive. Small facilities that do not perform
snmelting, such as lead renelters and refiners, are not subject
to the standards.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) supported the proposed
baghouse inspection and mai ntenance requirenments for process
fugitive sources. Another comenter (IV-D-06) recomrended
changi ng the proposed baghouse i nspection requirenents to
[imt inspections to the clean side of the baghouse. The
commenter stated that visual inspections of the clean sides of
baghouses woul d easily detect any baghouse | eaks and that nobst
baghouses have a gl ass wi ndow for such nonitoring. The
commenter also stated that this change woul d reduce exposure
of the inspector to | ead dust.

2-78

kam 112



One comrenter (IV-D-15) stated that the proposed baghouse
i nspection requirenent could not be easily perforned unless it
was only a visual observation of exhaust opacity. The
comenter objected to an internal inspection because it would
requi re the baghouse to be taken off-line, during which tine
the process woul d need to be shut down.

Response: The EPA' s survey of secondary |lead snelters
i ndicates that nost snelters performfull baghouse inspections
for both process and process fugitive sources at |east weekly,
and generally nore often. Mst secondary | ead baghouses are
divided into two or nore cells. Therefore, individual cells
can be taken off-line for inspection, wthout shutting down
t he whol e baghouse or the process. As discussed above, the
rule requires a conprehensi ve baghouse i nspection and
mai nt enance programthat is consistent wwth current practices
at nost snelters, together with a bag | eak detection system
for both process and process fugitive source baghouses. These
requirenents may require inspecting the dirty sides of sone
baghouses but they are consistent with current practices and
are necessary to ensure that the baghouses performoptimally
on a continuous basis. The EPA agrees that worker exposure to
dust should be mnimzed and proper precautionary nmeasures
shoul d be taken when working on the dirty sides of the
baghouses.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-20) requested that the
proposed rule require the installation of anbient air
nmoni toring equi pnent for lead to denonstrate conpliance with
the federal anbient air standard.

Response: Anbient air quality is regulated for |ead
under the NAAQS rather than under this standard.
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2.7.2 Oganic HAP's - THC And Tenperature
The proposed organic HAP nonitoring requirenents all owed
snelter owners or operators to nonitor either THC

concentration directly with a CEM or nonitor incinerator or
afterburner tenperature. |If the owner or operator selected
the second option, they would have to naintain, at a m ninum
the sane tenperature as neasured during the initial THC
conpliance test.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-02 and | V-D-03) supported
t he proposed process source THC nonitoring requirenents. They
supported the requirenent for continuous nonitoring of
i ncinerator or afterburner tenperature because these
paraneters are correlated to THC em ssions. One of these
comenters (1V-D-03), however, requested that the EPA consider
state-of-the-art CEM s--particularly fourier transform
infrared (FTIR) instrunments--as a neans of ensuring conpliance
with the process source THC standard. According to the
comenter, FTIRis economcally feasible and reliable for sone
i ndustries and may be so for the secondary |ead snelter
i ndustry.

Response: The proposed requirenments for THC or
tenperature nonitoring are equival ent and both are adequate
for neeting the statutory obligation for continuous em ssion
or paraneter nonitoring; however, the use of a THC CEMis a
nor e expensive nonitoring option than tenperature nonitoring.
No FTIR instrunments are commercially available at this tine
that can be used as an in-stack CEM The EPA cannot nandate
the use of instrunents that are not commercially avail abl e.
Therefore, the EPA has not included FTIR as an option in the
final nonitoring requirenents.

2.7.3 Total Chlorides - Paraneter Mbonitoring

The EPA proposed four nonitoring options to denonstrate
conpliance with the proposed HCO /O 2 em ssion standards. In
the first option, the owner or operator would be required to
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monitor and maintain the sanme ratio of fluxing agents to feed
material as during the initial HCO/C 2 conpliance test. In
the second and third options, owners or operators using a

sul fur dioxide (SOp) scrubber to control HO/C 2 woul d be
required to nonitor and maintain either the same scrubber
operating paranmeters (nedia pH and injection rate) or SO
concentration, respectively, as during the initial HJd/d »
conpliance test. 1In the final option, owners or operators
woul d be required to nmonitor HC em ssions directly using an
HO CEM Alternatives to an HO CEM were proposed because an
HC CEM has not been denonstrated for this industry and the
costs are expected to be prohibitive. Data available to the
EPA indicated that the other nonitoring options were equally
effective and | ess costly.

Several coments were received on the proposed nonitoring
requi renents to denonstrate conpliance with the proposed
HC / C 2 em ssion standards for process sources. These
comments are discussed in the sections bel ow

2.7.3.1 Fluxing Mnitoring Option.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D 18 and | V-D 20)
conditionally supported the EPA's proposal to allow operators

to monitor the anmount of flux added to the furnaces to control
HC /C 2 as a neans of denonstrating conpliance with the
HCQ /C 2 em ssion standard. One commenter (I1V-D-18) supported
the monitoring of HO/C 2 em ssions through fluxing if the
effectiveness of this control technique were periodically
verified by testing the exhaust stream Another comrenter
(1'V-D-20) supported the fluxing nonitoring requirenent and
additionally requested that sources be required to install a
volunetric feeder for line or soda ash to ensure a steady
supply of fluxing materials.

Two commenters (1V-D-03 and I V-D-04) stated that the
proposed use of fluxing to control HA/Cd 2 was a good
approach, but it provides no nechani smfor denonstrating
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conti nuous conpliance with the HO/d o standard.
Consequently, both comenters requested that the EPA require
HO CEM nonitoring to verify conpliance. One conmenter
(I'V-D-04) supported an HO CEM requirenent because it would
allow a snelter to mnimze the use of fluxes to contro

HC /C 2 em ssions by adjusting the quantity of fl uxing

mat eri al s added according to nonitored HCO em ssions.

One comenter (1V-D-22) objected to the proposed fl uxing
nmoni toring option because the proposal preanble did not
provide sufficient data to support the efficiency of fluxing
for controlling HO/CO 2. The commenter stated that the EPA
needs to establish a relationship between fluxing agents and
furnace feed, stream conposition, and em ssions in order to
determ ne the appropriate fluxing |levels for conpliance
purposes. The comrenter also stated that it may not be
possible to maintain a constant ratio of feed to flux and that
a constant ratio may not be adequate for nonitoring because
the chlorine content of the feed may be vari abl e.

Response: At proposal, the EPA' s data indicated that
normal fluxing was a feasible option for controlling HO/d 2
em ssions. However, as described in section 2.3.4, the EPAis
not pronulgating the HO/Cd 2 em ssions standards and
associ ated nonitoring requirenents because subsequent
i nformati on obtained since proposal indicates fluxing may not
be effective in many cases and HC/C 2 em ssions wll be
declining, in any case, because of the phase out of PVC
separ at or s.

The EPA agrees that a volunetric feeder woul d have nade
it easier to maintain a constant ratio of feed to flux, as
required by the proposed nonitoring requirenents. However,
only a few snelters use volunetric feeders because standard
i ndustry operating procedures are sufficient to maintain a
constant ratio of feed to flux. Therefore, the choice of
whi ch nmechanismto use to maintain that ratio would have been
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left to the individual snelter operator, according to the
proposed rul e.

The EPA included HO CEM s as one of several nonitoring
options but did not require themas the only option in the
proposed rul e because the costs would be prohibitive for this
i ndustry and other |ess costly options were available. The
econom c savings represented by using less flux in response to
| oner HCl em ssions would not have been sufficient to justify
the cost of an HO CEM

2.7.3.2 Scrubber OQperating Paraneters Monitoring Option.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-30) objected to the EPA s
proposed option to allow operators to nonitor conpliance by

mai nt ai ni ng the sanme scrubber paraneters (nedia pH and
injection rate) as nmeasured during the initial conpliance
test, if they are using wet scrubbers to control HO/C 2o
em ssions. The commenter stated that insufficient data have
been provided on the feasibility of regulating scrubber pHto
Wi thin one pHunit and that such control is not feasible.

A second commenter (I1V-D-22) objected to the proposed
30- percent variance allowed for the scrubber liquid injection
rate. The commenter requested a requirenent for a constant
ratio of the liquid injection rate to the chlorinated
hydr ocarbon content of the furnace feed. This alternative
would (1) allow the source to reduce the injection rate when
the chl ori nated hydrocarbon content of the feed was | ow, and
(2) increase the injection rate to adequately control HO/d »
when the chl ori nated hydrocarbon of the feed was high. |If the
source could not test the feedstocks for the chlorinated
hydr ocarbon content, then an initial estimte of chlorinated
hydrocarbon variability woul d provide an upper-limt estimte
that correlated to a mnimumrequired injection rate.
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Response: The proposed rule required only that the
3-hour average scrubber pH level be maintained to within one
pH unit of the average pH recorded during the initial HJd/d »
test; deviations greater than one pH unit were allowed as | ong
as the 3-hour average is maintained within one pH unit.

EPA data indicate that pH can be maintained within this
range and no data have been provided to indicate otherw se.

Wet scrubbers are greater than 99-percent effective in
removing HC /C 2 from exhaust gases. The EPA does not believe
that a 30-percent drop in injection rate would affect scrubber
efficiency for HO /O 2 renoval. However, as discussed in
section 2.3.4, the HO/C 2 em ssions standards and associ at ed
nmoni toring requirenents have been w t hdrawn.

2.7.3.3 Sulfur Dioxide CEM Mitoring Option.

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-06, and
| V-D-30) objected to the second nonitoring option for snelters
using an SOy scrubber to control HO/C 2 em ssions. This

option all owed operators to nonitor conpliance by nonitoring
and nmai ntai ning the same SOy concentration as during the

HC /C 2 conpliance test. One commenter (IV-D-30) stated that
requiring an SO CEM woul d significantly increase operating
costs.

Two commenters (1V-D-04 and | V-D-06) objected to the
proposed SOy nonitoring option because SOy inlet
concentrations and em ssions reductions are not correl ated
wth HJ/O 2 em ssions. They stated that HC/C 2 em ssions
are dependent upon the vinyl chloride concentration of the
feed and SOp em ssions are dependent upon fuel type.
Consequently, HO/C 2 em ssions will vary nore than SO
em ssions and their concentrations wll not be correl ated.
These commenters stated that the proposal would allow for the
est abl i shment of an SOy nonitoring conpliance | evel even when
SOy inlet concentrations were at or near zero; consequently,
no HC /C 2 em ssions control would be required.
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Both comenters (1V-D-04 and | V-D-06) al so stated that an
SOy nonitoring systemshould only be allowed in situations in
which it can be denonstrated that (1) reductions of SOp
em ssions are sufficient to verify that total acid gas
reduction is related to SOy reduction, and (2) the proportion
of SOp entering the scrubber is proportional to the
concentration of other acid gases.

Response: As discussed in section 2.3.4, the HO/d o
em ssion standards and associ ated nonitoring requirenents have
been wi t hdrawn. However, sources selecting the SOy nonitoring
opti on under the proposed rule would have incurred no
addi tional nonitoring expenses because snelters with SO
scrubbers typically have SOy CEM s.

The EPA agrees that SOy em ssions are not necessarily
correlated with HO /O 2 em ssions. However, the SOp
nmoni toring option was not intended to establish a correlation
between SOp and HO/C 2 emi ssions; rather it was to establish
that the SOy scrubber is being operated in the same manner as
during the initial HCO/d 2 conpliance test. Acid gas
scrubbers wll preferentially renove HO and C 2 before they
renove SOy because HC and Cl » are nore soluble in scrubber
medi a than SOy. Therefore, a scrubber that is effectively
controlling SO will also be controlling HO/Q ».

The statenment that SOp em ssions from secondary | ead
snelters are dependent on fuel type is incorrect; the majority
of SOp em ssions are fromthe | ead-sul fur conmpounds in the
battery paste. All snelters use coke, natural gas, or propane
as fuel. Natural gas and propane have no sul fur. Coke
contai ns sone sul fur, but SOp em ssions due to the sulfur in
coke are still less than em ssions of sulfur frombattery
past e.
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2.7.3.4 Hydrochloric Acid CEM Monitoring Option.
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-02 and | V-D-03) supported
the nonitoring of HCO using a CEM and requested that the EPA

require this nmonitoring option for facilities that fail to
conply with the other HC nonitoring options.

Response: As discussed in section 2.3.4, the proposed
HC / C 2 em ssions standards and associ ated nonitoring
requi renents have been withdrawn. Snelters that did not
sel ect one of the other HC nonitoring options under the
proposed rul e woul d have been required to conply with the HCG
CEM requi rements. However, an HO CEM woul d not have been
required as a penalty for nonconpliance with the other
nmoni t ori ng options.

2.7.3.5 Anbient Mnitoring for HId and Chl orine
Em ssi ons.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) requested that the EPA
consi der the use of a corrosion nonitoring system of netal

pl ates as a possible alternative to the first three HC
nmonitoring options (i.e., nmonitoring fluxing paraneters,
scrubber paraneters, or SO» concentration). These netal
pl ates of copper, bronze, and alum numreact with HCO/C o and
woul d be placed along the property fenceline. After 12 to
18 nonths, the plates would be tested for corrosion, based on
a pre- and post-weighing, to verify the reliability of the
first three nonitoring options. This suggestion was based on
a nonitoring programat a hydrochloric acid/potassiumsulfate
fertilizer plant that was conducted by the commenter's State
Air Control Board.

Response: As discussed in section 2.3.4, the proposed
HC / C 2 em ssions standards and associ ated nonitoring
requi renments have been withdrawn. It is unlikely that HO/d o
concentrations at the fence-line are high enough to cause
measur abl e corrosion. Regardless, this technique coul d not
confirmthat the source of any corrosion is acid gases from

2- 86

kam 112



the snelter. |In addition, there is no way to establish a
correl ation between corrosion and violations of a nuneri cal
HC / C 2 em ssion standard.

2.8 RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG REQUI REMENTS

Comment: Four comenters (I1V-D-02, IV-D-03, 1V-D-06, and
| V-D-30) submtted coments on the proposed recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments. One commenter (IV-D-03) supported al
of the proposed notification requirenents and stated that they
are consistent with other NESHAP rul es.

Two commenters (1V-D-02 and | V-D-03) supported the
proposed requirenent for retaining records for five years.

One of these commenters (IV-D-03) stated that the requirenent
is consistent with other NESHAP rul es, encourages conpliance,
and provides a neans of verifying facility conpliance with the
proposed st andards.

Two commenters (1V-D-02 and | V-D-03) supported the
proposed standard of quarterly reporting in order to
facilitate conpliance wth the proposed standards.

One commenter (1V-D-06) reconmmended that the EPA revise
t he proposed quarterly reporting requirenents for all 3-hour
bl ock averages fromthe continuous nonitoring system or
control device so that only the 3-hour bl ock averages that are
in violation of any of the proposed standards or nonitoring
requi renents nust be reported.

One commenter (1V-D-30) requested that the EPA delete the
proposed standard of quarterly reporting. The conmenter
stated that this requirenent is excessive and unnecessary
because records are currently kept at each snelter and they
can be inspected at any tinme by regul atory personnel.

Response: Section 63.10(e)(3) of the General Provisions
requires that the excess em ssion and nonitoring system
performance reports and sumrary excess eni ssion reports
include the total duration of excess em ssions (or paraneter
exceedences, if a paranmeter is being nonitored) and does not
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require reporting of all 3-hour block averages for the
reporting period. The reporting requirenents in the proposed
rul e have been revised to clarify that only excess eni ssions
or paraneter exceedences nust be included in the reports so
that this requirenent will be consistent with the General
Provi si ons.

Based on a consideration of the revised nonitoring
requi renents, the EPA agrees that sem -annual reports are
appropriate for this source category. The reporting
requi renents have been revised to require only sem -annual
reports. However, owners and operators nust begin to submt
quarterly reports if the source experiences excess eni ssions.
Owmners and operators may return to a sem -annual reporting
frequency by neeting the requirenents of 8 63.10(e)(3)(ii) of
the General Provisions. These require the source to have been
continually in conpliance for 1 year and to continue to conply
with all recordkeeping and nonitoring requirenents.

Comment: Commenter (1V-D-01) expressed a concern that
the increased conti nuous em ssions or paranmeter nonitoring
woul d not allow for any excursions in em ssions that m ght
occur during startup or shutdown periods or in connection with
energenci es or mal functions. The conmmenter requested that the
final rule address the application of MACT standards and all ow
sone flexibility for snelter operators during these peri ods.

A second commenter (lIV-D-30) noted that the proposed
standards do not include any provisions for "Acts of God" that
may cause upsets to the pollution control devices and
nmoni tors.

Response: Section 63.6(e) of the General Provisions
requires facilities to develop and inplenent witten startup,
shut down, and mal function plans. The purpose of these plans
is to ensure that owners operate and maintain affected
sources, including air pollution controls, in a manner
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consistent wwth good air pollution control practices during
periods of startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.

Sections 63.6(f) and 63.6(h) of the General Provisions
state that all non-opacity and opacity em ssion standards
apply at all tinmes except during periods of startup, shutdown,
and mal function and as otherw se specified in an applicable
subpart. If a pollution control device or nonitor is caused
to mal function by natural events, such as inclenment weather,
then the source would not be subject to the appropriate
em ssion standards, but would be required to follow the
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan. Section 63. 8(b)
contains provisions for nonitoring system mal functions that
are not in the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan and for
nmoni toring devices that are determned to be "out of control."
2.9 | NTERACTI ON W TH OTHER RULES

Several coments were received on the interaction between
t he proposed rule and ot her environnental regulations and
st andar ds.

2.9.1 |Interaction Wth NAAQS
Comment: One commenter (IV-D 10) discussed the

interaction of the proposed em ssion standards and the | ead
NAAQS. The commenter noted that a nunber of areas in the
United States are not in attainment with the | ead NAAQS and
that the proposed standards did not di scuss whet her secondary
| ead snelters cause or contribute to nonattainment in these
areas. The commenter stated that if any secondary |ead
snelters cause or contribute to nonattai nnment situations, then
t he proposed standards may nmeke it difficult for States to
reach attainment. This is because the proposed standard w ||
not require further controls on process sources, which are the
| ar gest source of |ead em ssions, according to the commenter.
The sane commenter al so indicated that the EPA inforned
t he comenter about plans to abandon the NAAQS in favor of a
NESHAP approach. According to the commenter, the EPA has
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found that with the abolition of |eaded gasoline, the only

| ead nonattai nment areas are in the vicinity of lead snelters
or other large stationary sources of |ead. Therefore, the EPA
believes that a control technol ogy-based approach will be nore
effective in reducing public exposure to | ead. The conmmenter
concurs with the EPA's concept of focusing on stationary
sources. However, the commenter is concerned that under the
proposed MACT em ssion standards for |ead and with the
abolition of the | ead NAAQS, the States will have no nechani sm
under which to gain further |ead em ssion reductions from
secondary |l ead snelters. Under the proposed em ssion
standards, no reductions are predicted for stack em ssions of

| ead.

Furthernore, according to the commenter, the EPA did not
include |l ead refineries and sources that produce |ead
conpounds in the regul ated category. Therefore, it is
possi bl e that | ead em ssions in nonattai nment areas may not
decrease sufficiently in sonme areas to reach attainnment with
the I ead NAAQS. No further action would be taken on these
categories until the residual risk assessnent, but this wll
not occur for at least 8 years fromthe present. It is
theoretically possible, according to the coomenter, that the
proposed MACT standards may del ay progress in reduci ng anbi ent
concentrations of | ead.

The commenter requested that the EPA exam ne and di scuss
the relationship between the | ead NAAQS and t he proposed MACT
standard and determ ne whet her the proposed MACT standards nmay
actually delay progress in reducing anbi ent concentrations of
| ead.

Response: The EPA did not discuss at proposal the issue
of whether secondary | ead snelters cause or contribute to
vi ol ations of the NAAQS, except in the context of the area
source finding, because that is not the focus of the NESHAP
program The NESHAP program est abli shes technol ogy-based
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em ssion standards and the NAAQS regul ate anbient air quality.
However, according to the Novenber 6, 1991 Federal Register,

there are 17 | ead non-attai nnment areas; secondary |ead
snelters were located in 12 of these areas.

The comrenter is incorrect in stating that process
sources are the |argest sources of |ead em ssions; as
described in Chapter 4 of the proposal BID, fugitive dust
sources are the |argest sources of netal HAP em ssions,
foll owed by process fugitive sources. Process sources are
actually the smallest sources of metal HAP em ssions because
all process sources are already controlled by MACT technol ogy
(1.e., baghouses). The standards require further controls on
fugitive dust sources and process fugitive sources, and
establish emssion limts for all sources ventilated through a
control device or a stack. |If further |ead em ssions
reductions are necessary because the area around a snelter is
still in nonattainnment for lead after a snelter has conplied
with the NESHAP, then a State nmay still require nore stringent
controls, emssion |imts, or operating restrictions as part
of a State |Inplenentation Plan.

The EPA currently has no plans to abandon the | ead NAAQS
in favor of a NESHAP approach. The NESHAP and NAAQS prograns
are both still needed because they regul ate different aspects
of air quality.

Lead refineries and sources that produce | ead conpounds
(such as | ead oxide production facilities) are not secondary
| ead snelters. Regulation of these other sources under
section 112 would require an independent finding that they are
maj or sources of HAP air em ssions. The EPA has no data to
support such a finding.

2.9.2 Interaction with Regulation of Air Em ssions Under RCRA

At proposal, the EPA stated that air em ssions from
secondary | ead snelting furnaces are potentially subject to
regul ati on under RCRA because the feed material is often
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classified as a hazardous waste (50 FR 29776). The furnace
em ssions are exenpt fromregul ati on; however, the EPA agreed
to reexam ne the exenption as part of a settlenent agreenent.
The EPA proposed to continue the exenption because the air

em ssions woul d be adequately regul ated under the proposed
NESHAP (at |east until the section 112(f) residual risk
determ nation) and requested public coment.

The EPA noted that there was al so a potential overlap
bet ween the RCRA rules, specifically 40 CFR 264.1101(i) and
265.1101(i), which regul ate storage facilities, and the
proposed standards to control fugitive dust em ssions. The
EPA requested coment on whether the RCRA requirenents for
storage units were inconpatible with the proposed NESHAP

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-03, |V-D-07, |V-D 14,
| V-D- 18, and |V-D-30) responded to the request for comment on
whet her air em ssions from secondary |ead snelters should al so
be regul at ed under RCRA

One comrenter (I1V-D-30) noted that only the storage of
hazardous waste prior to reclamation, treatnent, and di sposa
is subject to RCRA. The reclamation equi pnent (i.e., the
process equi pnent) is not subject to RCRA, according to the
conment er .

Three commenters (IV-D-03, IV-D-07, and |IV-D-18) agreed
with the EPA's determ nation that further RCRA regul ati on of
air emssions fromsecondary |ead snelters would be
unnecessary. Al three commenters noted that regul ation under
both progranms woul d not achi eve an increased environnent al
benefit conpared to regul ati on under only one program One
comenter (IV-D-03), however, added that if the proposed
NESHAP fails to obtain adequate protection for the public,
then RCRA regul ation may be appropriate in the future.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-18) added that including all the
requirenents for air emssions in the Title V operating permt
woul d facilitate permt preparation and processing for
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facilities and regul atory personnel, conpared to requiring
additional RCRA air em ssion permtting.

One comenter (IV-D 14) recommended that the EPA
har noni ze the fugitive em ssions standards with the RCRA
standards to ensure that both prograns are adm ni stered
consistently, particularly with respect to the requirenents
for contai nment buildings. The sane comenter al so
recommended that the EPA exenpt fromthe fugitive dust
requi renents those areas subject to RCRA subpart DD
cont ai nment bui | di ng st andar ds.

Response: RCRA rules presently control storage of al
| ead- bearing materials because they are hazardous wastes
before they are processed by snelting. Hazardous wastes
generated by the snelting process also are subject to
regulation. Air em ssions fromsnelting hazardous wastes
(i ncluding spent batteries, which were held to be solid and
hazardous wastes by the Eleventh Crcuit in llco v. EPA) could

be regul ated under RCRA. However, in 1991 the Agency chose to

tenporarily exenpt such em ssions [see existing

40 CFR 266.100(c)(1) and (3)], and to reexam ne the

appropri ateness of that exenption as part of this proceeding.
The EPA believes it is appropriate to continue the RCRA

exenption. The MACT standards, coupled with the area source

listing determ nation, provide substantial protection of human

health and the environnent fromair em ssions from secondary

|l ead snelters engaged in normal | ead recovery activities.

Integration of the two statutes, required by RCRA

section 1006, is best served by continuing the RCRA exenption

because RCRA regul ation of such air em ssions would be |argely

or conpletely duplicative of the MACT standards. A

determ nation as to whether the RCRA exenption should be

permanent can be made at the tine of the residual risk

determ nation required by section 112(f) of the Act. The MACT
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standards, at the least, will function as reasonable interim
controls.

The EPA has al so sought to integrate certain of the RCRA
storage requirenents with the MACT standards. It has done so
by allow ng secondary | ead snelters with RCRA cont ai nnment
bui I dings (the standards for which appear in 40 CFR part 264,
subpart DD (for permtted facilities) and part 265, subpart DD
(for interimstatus facilities) to use these buildings as a
means of conplying with certain MACT standards. The Agency's
techni cal judgenent is that the contai nnment buil di ngs provide
as stringent control as the other MACT option and, therefore,
are a valid alternative neans of neeting the standard.

2.9.3 Interaction Wth Effluent Limtation Guidelines

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) disagreed with the

EPA' s conclusion that nost snmelters with reverberatory
furnaces woul d use fluxing rather than scrubbers to control
HC /C 2 emi ssions. The comenter al so disagreed with the
EPA's conclusion that it was unnecessary to reexam ne the
effluent Iimtation guidelines for secondary |ead snelters.
According to the commenter, nost snelters would be forced to
use scrubbers rather than alter the fluxing of the furnaces.
As a result, the water quality inpacts of the proposed rule
woul d be nore significant than estimted by the EPA
Therefore, the comenter believes that the effluent limtation
gui del i nes shoul d be revised to account for the increased use
of scrubbers at these facilities.

Response: Scrubbers are currently in use in this
industry for acid gas control wth no apparent conflict with
the current effluent limtation guidelines for this industry.
2.9.4 The Title V OQperating Permt Program

Three commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D 16, and |V-D 22)

di scussed the need for secondary lead snelters to obtain
Title V operating permts required by 40 CFR 71. One
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comenter (IV-D-03) agreed that all snelters should be
required to obtain operating permts.

Two commenters (1V-D-16 and | V-D-22) disagreed with the
EPA's statenent in the preanble that all HAP sources nust
obtain a Title V operating permt fromthe State or fromthe
EPA if the State does not have an approved permt program
One comrenter (l1V-D-16) noted that, in fact, a snelter is
obligated to obtain an operating permt fromthe State only
when the State has an approved Title V operating permt
programin place. OQherwise, a snelter is obligated to submt
a Title Vpermt application to the EPA only if the EPA has
promul gated a substitute program for that State under
section 502(d)(3) of the Act.

The second comrenter (IV-D-22) pointed out that all major
sources of HAP's are required to obtain Title V operating
permts, but area sources of HAP' s have a 5-year deferral for
obtaining a Title V operating permt. After 5 years, there
will be further rulemaking by the EPA to determ ne the
ultimate permt requirenents for area sources under the
Title V operating permt program

The same commenter (IV-D-22) also noted that the Genera
Provi sions of part 63 (subpart A) require any source subject
to a section 112(d) em ssion standard to obtain a Title V
operating permt unless the individual standard to which it is
subj ect exenpts the source frompermtting. The 5-year
deferral for area sources under Title Vis also allowed unless
t he individual standard overrides the deferral. The comenter
recommends that the EPA explicitly exenpt area source snelters
fromTitle V operating permt requirenents in the final rule,
or at | east exenpt those area sources already subject to
permtting requirenents with a State or | ocal agency. The
commenter cited the resource-intensive nature of the Title V
operating permt programand the conparatively smaller
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em ssions fromarea sources as a justification for this
recommendat i on.

Response: The EPA agrees that snelters in States with no
approved Title V programwould be obligated to submt a
Title V permt application to the EPA only if the EPA has
promul gated a substitute programfor that State. |ndividua
States establish the schedules for Title V permt
applications; however, the deadline nust be within 12 nonths
of the EPA approval of a State's Title V programor the EPA's
promul gation of a substitute programfor that State.

Area sources do not automatically have a 5-year deferra
for obtaining a Title V operating permt; this deferral is
automatic only for sources subject to NESHAP t hat were
pronul gated under part 61 (i.e., prior to the 1990 anendnents
of the Act). Oherwise, this deferral nust be granted in a
specific em ssion standard. Section 63.1(c)(2)(iii) of the
CGeneral Provisions states, "If a standard fails to specify
what the permtting requirenents will be for area sources
affected by that standard, then area sources that are subject
to the standard will be subject to the requirenent to obtain a
Title V permt wthout deferral.”

The EPA's area source finding concluded that the health
ri sks posed by area source snelters warranted the sane
em ssion standards (i.e., MACT) under this NESHAP as the major
sources. Consequently, both area and maj or sources shoul d be
subject to the Title V operating permt program and no
deferral is being granted in this em ssion standard.

Regardl ess, secondary lead snelters that are area sources
woul d still need to obtain Title V permts even if they were
exenpt under this NESHAP because nearly all of themare
subject to the 40 CFR 60 subpart L NSPS and nost are al so
subject to permtting requirenents with a State or | ocal
regul at ory agency.

2.9.5 Adnmnistrative Procedure Act Requirenents
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) noted that only the
preanbl e was published in the Federal Register. The commenter
believes that the Adm nistrative Procedures Act requires

publication of the proposed rule because the proposed rule
contains technical information, such as nonitoring

requi renents, that was not included in the preanble. The
commenter argued that interested parties were, therefore,
deprived of adequate notice of the proposal's potential inpact
and of the opportunity to comment on it. The comrenter
requested that the EPA publish the proposed rule in the
Federal Register and reopen the coment peri od.

Response: The O fice of Air Quality Planning and
Standards has reviewed its responsibility to adequately inform
the affected public. The decision and actions taken to reduce
the amount of printed material in the Federal Register and

still ensure that the proposed regulatory text and support
docunents are accessible for public comment satisfy the
statutory requirenments of the Adm nistrative Procedures Act
(APA), the Federal Register Act (FRA), and the requirenents of
the Cean Air Act Anendnents of 1990. Access to the rule and
support material was identified in the preanble to the
proposed rul e.

The Agency uses many connections to increase access to
information not printed in the Federal Register: the
Technol ogy Transfer Network's (TTN) recently-signed-rule

bull etin board; direct access to the Air and Radi ati on Docket
and Information Center; distribution of the proposed rule and
preanble to trade associations; distribution to plaintiffs in
court-ordered regulatory actions; distribution to the snal
busi ness onbudsperson systemin each State; and, if necessary,
t hrough contact wwth the EPA. The general response to this
process has so far been positive. |In addition, the comenter
was provided a copy of the proposed rule at the tine of

pr oposal .

2-97

kam 112



2.10 M SCELLANEQUS

Several coments were received on a nunber of issues
relating to the proposed standards that do not fit into the
categories presented above. These comments are presented in
the foll owi ng sections.
2.10.1 Definitions

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-06) recomrended that a

definition of THC be included in the definitions in the
proposed standards. The commenter pointed out that the test
met hod proposed for determ ning conpliance with the proposed
THC em ssion standards (Method 25A) does not preclude nethane
or ethane. Both of these conpounds are excluded fromthe
definition of volatile organic compounds (VOC). |If the EPA
does not intend to require the inclusion of these conpounds,
then the definition of THC should correspond to the definition
of VOC by including the sanme |ist of exenpt conpounds.
Response: The statutory definition of VOC (40 CFR 51)
includes a list of conmpounds that are negligibly
phot ochem cally reactive, including nethane and ethane. This
definition is intended for devel oping inventories of VOC
em ssions that contribute to the formati on of ozone and bears
no regul atory relationship to THC as neasured by reference
Met hod 25A. Met hod 25A neasures total gaseous organic
concentration (i.e., THC) expressed in terns of propane, and
t his measurenent includes nethane and ethane. The EPA is
establishing emssion limts for THC as a surrogate for tota
organic HAP's and is not regulating individual organic
speci es. Because THC is determ ned by an EPA reference test
met hod, there is no need for a definition of THC anal ogous to
the definition of VOC
2.10.2 Conpliance Dates
Three commenters (1V-D-01, 1V-D-02, and |V-D 14)
coment ed on the proposed conpliance dates.
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-02) requested that
conpliance wth the proposed standards be phased in as quickly
as practical, rather than requiring conpliance only within
2 years of the pronulgation date. The comrenter noted that
conpliance with sone of the requirenents, especially those
that result in little cost to the snelters, could be achieved
before 2 years and that phasing in conpliance woul d achieve
em ssion reductions sooner. The sanme commenter noted,
however, that blast furnace snelters may need nore than
2 years if they are required to neet a nore stringent THC
[imt of 20 ppnv proposed by the commenter.

Response: The EPA sel ected the proposed 2-year
conpliance schedul e based on the estinmated period of tine a
snelter would need to design, fabricate, install, and test a
new add-on control device such as an afterburner, baghouse, or
scrubber. Conpliance wth the standards for nearly all of the
pol l utant types and em ssion sources regul ated by this NESHAP
can be achi eved through the use of add-on controls that may
require 2 years to inplenment. Conpliance with sone standards
can al so be achi eved through process nodifications or work
practice controls. It would be inpractical and woul d achieve
little additional em ssion reductions to specify different
conpliance dates that woul d be dependent on which type of
controls the snelter operator selected. Therefore, the
proposed 2-year conpliance schedul e has not been revised. The
THC limt for blast furnaces has not been revised and the EPA
does not believe that nerely extending the conpliance date
woul d all ow snelter operators to achieve a higher |evel of
control

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-14) noted that a snelter's
schedul e to design and install appropriate control equi pnent
wi |l depend on the speed with which the applicable permtting
authority approves necessary permts. Furthernore, these
permt approvals are often del ayed for reasons beyond the
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snelter's control. Therefore, the commenter reconmended that
the EPA revise the conpliance date to be no earlier than

18 nonths following the date that all necessary permts are
approved.

Response: Section 63.6(i)(4) of the General Provisions
al l ows operators of existing sources to request an extension
of up to one additional year to conply with em ssion standards
if the additional period is needed to install air pollution
controls. Adopting the approach recomended by the conmenter
woul d require the EPA to adopt provisions to ensure that the
operators have submtted appropriate permt applications in a
tinmely manner, but such provisions would be inpractical to
i npl enent. Therefore, the EPA did not revise the 2-year
conpl i ance schedul e.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-01) argued that data on the
public health risks associated with secondary |ead snelters
indicate that these risks are | ow enough to support a decision
to allow the industry 3 years to install MACT controls and
conme into conpliance with the proposed standards. The
proposed regul ation allows only 2 years. The commenter
referred to section 112(i)(3) of the Act.

Response: There is nothing in section 112(i)(3) of the
Act to indicate that public health risks should be consi dered
in establishing the conpliance schedule for this NESHAP. The
conpliance schedul e for this NESHAP was based on the estimated
time needed to inplenent MACT controls. No information has
been provided to indicate that this schedule is not feasible,
so it has not been revised.

2.10.3 Presentation of the Standards
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-22) requested that the

regul ation include a summary table of the nunmerical em ssion

l[imts. The commenter noted that this would allow a facility
to quickly and easily locate all of the em ssion l[imtations

that apply to a given configuration of equi pnent.
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Response: The EPA agrees that a sunmary table of the
nunmerical emssion limts would be useful and one has been
included in the final regulation.

2.10.4 |Inpacts of a Loss in Lead-Recycling Capacity

Comment: One commenter (IV-D27) expressed concern that
overly stringent em ssion standards for secondary |ead
snelters could cause facility closures, which would lead to a
reduction in snelter capacity and a reduction in the recycling
of scrap lead. According to the commenter, this would lead to
greater disposal of lead scrap in landfills and nore m ning of
virgin lead. The comenter requested that the EPA consi der
the likelihood of a decrease in recycling of lead scrap if
overly stringent em ssion standards are adopted for secondary
| ead snelters. The commenter al so requested that the EPA
establish em ssion standards that do not result in the
reducti on of secondary |ead snelter capacity, but did not
propose how t he EPA shoul d acconplish this.

Response: The proposal preanble discusses the effects of
the standards on the total industry lead snelting capacity
(59 FR 29760). Total snelting capacity for the industry is
expected to decrease by less than 1 percent. It is also not
expected that the proposed NESHAP woul d reduce the
opportunities for recycling scrap lead or |l ead-acid batteries.
2.10.5 Environnental Justice

Two commenters (1V-D-03 and | V-D-10) submtted comments
on the proposed secondary | ead NESHAP and the issue of
environnental justice. One commenter (1V-D-03) asserted that
t here have been di sproportionate inpacts on the conmunities of
col or and poor people in tw conmmunities in Texas, one of
which is the former site of a secondary |lead snelter and the
second of which is the site of an operating secondary | ead
snelter. The commenter clained that these are both exanpl es
of "Il ead-dunpi ng" on poor people of color due to | ead snelter
em ssions. The commenter al so expressed concern that the
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proposed NESHAP has too many | oopholes that significantly
weaken the ability of the proposal to help bring an end to
environmental racism

According to the commenter (1V-D-03), the draft rule can
be inmproved to help end environnmental injustice in mnority
communi ties and poor nei ghborhoods by requiring cunul ative
em ssion reviews and nodeling. The comenter also noted that
the current proposal allows blast furnace snelters to have
hi gher organic HAP em ssions of 1.34 mllion pounds and that
this will allow the poor and mnorities to continue to suffer
environmental injustice. The comenter also noted that the
EPA has failed to calculate in the proposed NESHAP t he
econom ¢ and social costs of increased incidence of cancer,
| ung di sease, and other health problens in areas around
secondary | ead snelters.

Anot her commenter (1V-D 10) noted that many | ead
nonattai nnent areas are located in urban areas with | ow i ncone
residents and, therefore, the regulation of these sources has
inportant inplications for environnental justice.

Response: The forner site of the secondary |ead snelter
in West Dallas, Texas has been cleaned up (renedi ated) and the
snel ter has been dismantled. No further exposure fromthis
site is possible. Wth respect to the second snelter |ocated
in Texas, the EPA cannot alter the location of an existing
source. However, the proposed and final NESHAP achi eves
significant reductions of HAP's and related criteria
pol lutants. The EPA is not aware of any |oopholes in the
NESHAP t hat woul d prevent these reductions from being
achi eved.

Under the final NESHAP, organic HAP em ssions from bl ast
furnace snelters will total no nore than 302 My (332 tons) per
year. The comrenter did not provide the basis for the claim
that the proposed and final NESHAP woul d al | ow bl ast furnace
snelters to have excess organic HAP em ssions of 1.34 mllion
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pounds (610 My) conpared to a nore stringent standard. The
final NESHAP shoul d achi eve reductions in | ead conpound

em ssions from process fugitive and fugitive dust sources and
t hese reductions should hel p reduce anbi ent | ead
concentrations in nonattai nment areas. Furthernore, the
NESHAP wi || reduce the risks to all individuals near snelters
by regul ating em ssions fromboth major and area source

snel ters.

The Act requires that the NESHAP be a technol ogy- based
standard, rather than a health risk-based standard. There are
no data on the incidence of health problens around secondary
| ead snelters on which econom c and social costs could be
based. However, under the NESHAP, HAP em ssions wll be
significantly reduced, along with carbon nonoxi de em ssi ons,
and this will reduce the threat to public health and the
envi ronment presented by snelters. The commenter did not
provi de any details on how cunul ati ve em ssion revi ews and
nodel i ng can be used in conjunction with the NESHAP to help
end environnental injustice.

2.10.6 Pollution Prevention Considerations

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) responded to the EPA' s

request for coments on several pollution prevention options

presented in the proposal preanble. The comenter supported
allow ng the snelters to pursue each of the pollution
prevention options, as long as conpliance with the proposed
em ssion standards is denonstrated. Wth respect to plastic
separation to reduce organic HAP and HCl /O o em ssions, the
coment er argued that recycling options for these plastics
must continue to be pursued as long as these materials are
bei ng received by snelters.

Response: Nothing in the proposed or final rule wll
prevent or discourage snelters from pursuing pollution
prevention options. In fact, the reduction of HA/d o
em ssions wll result fromthe replacenent of PVC separators
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with those of other materials. Even though this was
undertaken by battery manufactures and not the snelters, this
is an exanple of pollution prevention. Regardless of the
control technol ogy adopted, all snelters nust denonstrate
conpliance with the em ssion standards and nonitoring
requirenents of the final rule.
2.10.7 Section 112 Prohibition of Ad Hoc Standards

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-16) objected to the

proposed nonitoring requirenents because they violate the
prohi bition agai nst ad hoc standards in section 112 of the
Act. The commenter asserted that the proposed opacity
nmonitoring requirenents for conpliance wth the | ead standard
are ad hoc because (1) there is no correlation between PM and
lead; (2) there is no correl ation between PM and opacity; and
(3) they would establish | ead standards nore stringent than
MACT because the opacity limt would be based on the opacity
measured during the initial |ead conpliance test and would
beconme an enforceable imt, even if |ead em ssions were well
bel ow t he proposed | ead standard. The comrenter stated that
t he proposed nonitoring requirenents for conpliance with the
proposed THC and HCl /Cl o standards al so constitute ad hoc
standards, based on the sane rationale presented for the
proposed opacity nonitoring requirenents; however, the
commenter did not el aborate further.

Response: The EPA does not believe that there is any
|l egal standing to the term"ad hoc standards" and notes that
there is no nention of this termin section 112 of the Act.
The EPA foll owed the guidance provided in section 112 of the
Act and in 40 CFR part 70 in devel opi ng the em ssion standards
and nonitoring requirenents.

As discussed in detail in section 2.7.1 of this docunment,
t he EPA agrees that COM s cannot be used to denonstrate
conpliance wth the nmetal HAP em ssion standards for process
sources. The revised netal HAP nonitoring requirenents are
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baghouse | eak detectors coupled with baghouse inspection and
mai nt enance prograns to ensure that baghouses are properly
functioning on a continuous basis. As discussed in

section 2.3.4 of this docunent, the EPA plans to withdraw the
HC / C 2 em ssion standards. Owners and operators may use a
THC CEM during initial conpliance tests to adjust control
paraneters such that THC em ssions are at or slightly bel ow
the levels of the em ssion standards. Therefore, owners and
operators are not required to neet em ssion |evels any nore
stringent than the final em ssion standards.

APPENDI X A
SUMVARY OF PUBLI C COVMENTS ON NOTI CE TO W THDRAW
HYDROCHLORI C ACI Y CHLORINE (HCI /Cl 2) LIMTS

I nformati on gat hered since proposal indicates that
pol yvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic contained in | ead-acid
battery scrap feedstock has decreased to negligible quantities
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in recent years. The PVC in feedstock is a precursor to HC
and C 2 em ssions. A supplenmental Federal Register notice was
publ i shed on April 19, 1995 (60 FR 19556) to anend the
proposed standards (59 FR 297750) by w thdraw ng the HC
limts. Atotal of eight cormment letters were received in

response to the supplenental notice. Six conmmenters supported
t he amendnment (IV-D-39, IV-D-40, |V-D-41, |1V-D43, |V-D 45,
and 1V-D-46), while two comenters opposed it (1V-D-42 and
|V-D-44). A list of all of the coomenters, their
affiliations, and the EPA docket item nunber assigned to their
correspondence is given in table A-1.

TABLE A-1. LIST OF COWENTERS ON HO LIM T W THDRAVWAL

Docunent |tem Nunmber Comrenter and Affiliation

| V- D 39 M L. Sappi ngton
El ect rowi nni ng Technol ogi es, Inc.
| V- D- 40 J.W Wl ton

State of Tennessee, Departnent of
Envi ronnent and Conservation, Division of
Air Pollution Control

| V-D-41 L.L. Bergeson

Wi nber g, Bergeson & Neunman
| V-D-42 J.P. Valenti

Di sposal Safety | ncorporated
| V-D- 43 E. Roy Baggett

Sanders Lead Co., Inc.
| V-D-44 N.J. Carnen

Sierra Cub, Loan Star Chapter
| V- D45 R N. Steinwrtzel

Associ ation of Battery Recyclers
| V- D- 46 K. Paraneswar en

ASARCO | nc.

Comment: Six commenters (1V-D-39, 1V-D-40, 1V-D41,
| V-D-43, 1V-D-45, and |1V-D-46) agreed that because batteries
manufactured in the United States are no | onger made with PVC
pl astic separators, the PVC content in the used | ead-acid
battery feedstock is decreasing dramatically and will dw ndle
to negligible levels by the tinme HO em ssion controls woul d
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be installed under the rule. These comenters argued that
because PVC is the source of chlorides, em ssions of HO and
C2 will decrease even in the absence of a Federal rule. The
controls are costly and would provide negligible, if any,
envi ronnent al benefit. One commenter (1V-D-45) stated that
their organization provided the EPA with data show ng a
tenfold reduction in the percent of PVC-containing batteries
avai lable for recycling in the United States between 1990 and
1995.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that HO/C o
em ssions wll decline because PVCis no |longer used as a
separator nmateri al

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-39) supported the
wi t hdrawal of the HC/C o standard because an HC /C 2 standard
woul d di scourage the use of pollution prevention technol ogies
at secondary lead snelters. According to the commenter, the
econom ¢ benefits of battery paste desul furization, which
i ncreases furnace efficiency and controls SOy em ssions, would
be di m ni shed because a scrubber to control HO/C 2 would al so
control SO» em ssions. Consequently, installing scrubbers
woul d halt the nove toward battery paste desul furization
technol ogy as an SOp em ssion control. Battery paste
desul furization provides a significant reduction in energy use
in the furnace and offers the ability to recover a marketable
product instead of generating wastes (sludge and wast ewater)
froma scrubber

The comrenter (IV-D-39) argued that em ssion contro
strategies that prevent pollution generation are preferable to
those that renove the pollutants at the point of rel ease.
Conpared to paste desul furization, scrubbers adversely affect
t he environnment by generating increased wastewater and solid
wast e and by increasing energy consunption and conbusti on gas
em ssions at off-site power plants.
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According to the same commenter (IV-D-39), feed
desul furization is also an essential initial processing step
if the electrolytic recovery of lead frombattery paste is to
be inpl enmented. Recovery of |ead through electrowinning is an
i nportant emergi ng technol ogy which has many environnent al
advant ages and has strong EPA and State | evel support. Lead
el ectrow nning woul d greatly reduce the air em ssions
associated with pyronetal lurgical furnaces and mnim ze the
production of slag which nust be | and di sposed. Since feed
desul furization is the first step in this process, any nove
away from desul furization in the industry woul d delay or
potentially stop progress toward the commercialization of this
environmental | y superior process, according to the commenter.

Response: The EPA agrees that the HCO/d o standard shoul d
be withdrawn. The EPA al so agrees that battery paste
desul furization may be used to control some fraction of SOp
em ssions. However, EPA data indicate that sonme secondary
|l ead snelters that practice battery paste desul furization also
have SOy scrubbers (see docket itens I1-B-5 and |1-B-7).
Therefore, the inpact of an HCO/C 2 em ssion standard on the
practice of paste desulfurization is difficult to predict.
However, the EPA agrees that, conpared to paste
desul furization, scrubbers may increase energy consunption and
generate increased wastewater and solid waste.

The EPA agrees that |ead el ectrow nning would reduce air
em ssions associated with pyronetal | urgi cal furnaces.
However, because HCl/C 2 em ssions are produced from
conbusti on processes, el ectrow nning technol ogi es woul d
produce no HCO /O 2 em ssions. Consequently, an HCQ/d o
standard woul d not be expected to discourage the use of this
technology. 1In any case, the EPA is not promulgating HCQ/d o
em ssion standards, nor are any of the standards applicable to
emer gi ng non-pyronetal | urgi cal processes such as
el ectrow nni ng.
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Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-43 and | V-D-45) supported
the withdrawal of the HO/C 2 standard due to the cost of
scrubbers. One of these commenters (1V-D43) stated that no
econom ¢ anal ysis had been conducted on the inpact of
installing scrubbers to conmply with the standard. The ot her
comenter (IV-D-45) stated that the high cost of scrubbers is
unjustified because the effect of these scrubbers on HO/d o
em ssions would be negligible due to the decrease of PVC
content in the battery feedstock.

Response: As stated in section 2.3.4.3, the EPA
previously believed that fluxing could be used to control
HC /C 2 emi ssions and did not include the cost of scrubbers to
control HCO/C 2 emssions at these snelters. However, based
on the emssion test results described in section 2.3.4.3, the
EPA may have over-stated the effectiveness of this control
techni que. Regardless, after reviewng the recent data on the
decrease of PVC content in the battery feedstock, the EPA
concluded that an HO /O 2 standard is not necessary and a
scrubber econom c inpact analysis is, therefore, not needed.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-42) expressed concerns
about air quality inpacts fromsnelters' SOy and other acid
gas em ssions and stated that the EPA should not w thdraw the
HC /C 2 requirement until it devel ops a coordinated regul atory
policy with other EPA offices for the control of SO, other
acid gases, and lead. The commenter stated that PVC plastic
separators are not the only source of chlorine in the battery
f eedst ock because sone snelters include their enpl oyees' | ead-
cont am nat ed personal protective equi pnent in the feedstock.
Sone of this protective equipnent is nade of PVC and contai ns
up to 56 percent by weight chlorine. The comrenter requested
that until the EPA determ nes the extent of this practice, the
anmount of chlorine contributed, and whether or not this
di sposal practice is allowed under the RCRA boilers and
i ndustrial furnaces (BIF) rule, the NESHAP should continue to
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regulate HO/C 2 em ssions. The commenter requested that the
EPA establish standards that result in the maxi mnum control of
acid gases fromsecondary | ead snelters by mandati ng

t echnol ogi es such as flue gas scrubbers and practices such as
battery paste desul furization and furnace fluxing to renove
chl ori des.

Response: The EPA has received data (see docket
itemIV-D-47) indicating that the personal protective
equi pnent in a snelter's feedstock anmounts to less than 1 ton
per year. |If all of this equi pnent consisted of PVC and al
avai l abl e chlorides were emtted, less than 0.5 tons per year
of HO /O 2 em ssions would result. However, the actual PVC
and chloride content of personal protective equipnent is
significantly below the |l evel estimated by the commenter. For
this reason and because of the decrease in the PVC content of
the battery feedstock, the EPA has concluded that total
HC /Cd 2 em ssions fromsecondary |ead snelters will be
negligible and no HO /O 2 standard is warranted.

The EPA is considering under a separate action whet her
t he disposal of PPE in the snelting furnaces is allowed under
the BIF rule.

Scrubbers presently installed in the secondary | ead
snelting industry are in place due to Prevention of
Significant Deterioration or New Source Review permtting
activities. Sulfur dioxide is not a HAP and the EPA is
prohi bited fromusing an HO /O » standard as a neans of
enforcing SO» control requirenents.

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-44) agreed that HCO/d o
em ssions are declining as a result of the decrease of PVC
battery separators in the feedstock. The comenter stated,
however, that the EPA should require the HCO /O 2 standard for
a period of 3 to 5 years, or until sources can denonstrate no
HC / Cl 2 em ssions using em ssion performance tests. The
commenter stated several reasons for retaining the HO/d o
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standard during this period. According to the commenter,

HC /C 2 is easy to control and the required controls are not
too expensive "as long as a facility is producing HO gases."”
Because HO/C 2 is a strong acid, its em ssions cause adverse
health effects and property damage. These em ssions are of
particul ar concern wth respect to environnental justice
because many snelters are located in | owincome, mnority

nei ghbor hoods, according to the comenter.

Response: Data obtained by the EPA indicate that the
percent of PVC-containing batteries available for recycling in
the United States decreased tenfold between 1990 and 1994,
wi th PVC content accounting for |less than one tenth of one
percent of the total battery feedstock (see docket
iteml|V-D-34). Because PVC separators are no |onger used in
batteries, this trend will continue and the PVC content of the
battery feedstock will decline to negligible |levels by the
1997 effective date of this rule. Because the PVC content of
the battery feedstock is the source of HO/CO 2 em ssions, an
HC / Cd 2 standard woul d have negligible, if any, environnental
benefits. Consequently, HCO /O 2 controls, performance tests,
or tenporary em ssion standards woul d not be econom cally
justifiable.

For exanple, a |arge secondary |ead snelter (100,000 tons
per year |ead production capacity) would process about
40, 000 | ead-acid autonobile batteries per day. In 1990, about
1 percent of the batteries available for recycling
(400 batteries per day at a large snelter) contained PVC
pl astic separators. Each battery with PVC separators would
contain about 1 pound of PVC separator material. The PVC used
in battery separators is nearly all PVC honopol ymer with very
little nodifiers added, so this PVC woul d be about 57 percent
chlorine by weight. Therefore, each battery with PVC
separators woul d contain about 0.6 pounds of chlorine. Based
on these nunbers, a large snelter in 1990 would emt about
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240 pounds of HCO/C o per day, or about 45 tons per year.
This estimate assunes that all of the available chlorides are
rel eased as HO/C 2 air em ssions and none are retained in the
sl ag.

In 1994, the frequency of batteries available for
recycling that contained PVC separators had dropped to
0.1 percent of all batteries available for recycling. This
frequency translates to a maximum HC /Cl 2 emi ssion rate from a
| arge snelter of about 4 tons per year. Because no new
autonotive batteries are being manufactured with PVC
separators, this trend will continue and HC/C 2 em ssions
froma large snelter will be no nore than 1 or 2 tons per year
by the rule's effective date in 1997. Em ssions of HO/C o
W ll continue to decline after that date as very old batteries
with PVC separators becone | ess and | ess frequent anong those
avai l abl e for recycling.
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